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substantially reduce the cultural resource impacts associated with the project as identified in . 
Section 5.8. Impacts would be significant but mitigable. 

10.3 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE: 
21-STORY 

As indicated earlier, this alternative would be achieved by removing stories from the proposed 
buildings to result in 21-story buildings for Towers B and C and 18-story buildings for Towers A 
and D. Based on this assumption, the number of units would be reduced to a maximum of 408 
units. This alternative would consist of 988,960 square feet and have 1,012 parking spaces. The 
basic design elements ofthe project would remain the same with the 23-story alternative. 
Townhomes would remain around the base ofthe buildings. Access to the site would remain in 
the same location and parking would be located underground in quantities sufficient to support 
the residential development pursuant to City requirements. A pedestrian bridge would be 
constructed across La Jolla Village Drive. The offsite sewer improvement would also be part of 
this project. Implementation of this alternative would still require amendments to the University 
Community Plan and Costa Verde Specific Plan to accommodate the proposed residential use 
rather than the current visitor-serving commercial. The 21-story alternative was chosen as an 
alternative to reflect the La Jolla Village Towers development, which is a 21-story senior 
housing building, also located within the Costa Verde Specific Plan area. 

Based on the following discussion, the'21 -story alternative would be the environmentally-
preferred alternative in addition to the No Project: Community Plan alternative. Most notably, 
the 21-story alternative would eliminate the significant unmitigable neighborhood character 
impact and reduce the traffic, impact. The reduced height would eliminate the significant long-
range visual impact ofthe taller buildings ofthe project. The reduction in the number of 
residential units would reduce the amount of trips added to the local roadways. 

10.3.1 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

KHA evaluated the traffic impacts associated with this alternative, as shown the February 15, 
2006 addendum to Appendix D. The analysis of this alternative is compared to the analysis of 
800 residential units, as described in the traffic addendum dated August 3, 2005, which found 
less significant impacts than the 1,084 unit project. Therefore, the impacts discussed below 
cannot be compared lo the 1,084 unit analysis provided in Section 5.4-2. 

As with the project, the 21-story alternative would have significant traffic impacts in the near-
term and long-term but mitigable impacts to intersections and significant but not mitigable 
impacts to freeway ramp meters. Although the reduced residential use would result in 2,448' 
ADT, which is less than the project, any additional trips over 1,500 ADT (see Section 10.4-3) to 
the existing system would be enough to cause impacts in the near-term and long-term. Impacts 
to intersections and freeway ramps are discussed below. 

fajy-amRevised December 22. 2006 10-21 



Monte Verde EIR Alternatives 

Intersections 

The 21-story Alternative would eliminate the significant impacts at three ofthe four intersections 
impacted by the project in the long-term condition. The following intersection impacted by the 
project would not be impacted by the 21-story Alternative: 

• La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road (LOS E, AM peak hour); 
• La Jolla Village Drive/Genesee Avenue (LOS F, AM peak hour AND LOS E PM peak 

hour); and 
• Esplande Court/Private Drive A (LOS F, AM and PM peak hour). 

The following intersection would still operate at unacceptable levels with the 21-story 
Alternative and have a significant impact: 

• Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court (LOS E, PM peak hour). 

As with the project, intersection impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Freeway Ramp Meters 

The 21-story Alternative would eliminate significant impacts at two ofthe three ramps impacted 
by the project in the long-term condition. The following ramp meters impacted by the project 
would not be impacted by the 21-story Alternative: 

• I-5/Nobel Drive WB to SB (AM peak hour); and 
• I-805/Nobel Drive EB to SB (AM peak hour). 

The impact on the following freeway ramp would still remain significant with the 21-story 
Alternative: 

• 1-5/La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB (AM peak hour). • 

As with the project, mitigation would reduce impacts, but not to below a level of significance. 
Therefore, impacts would be significant and not mitigable. 

10.3.2 NOISE 

As with the project, traffic noise from La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue would exceed 
levels considered acceptable for residential units facing these roadways. However, this 
alternative would also be subject to Title 24 and must be constructed with elements such as dual 
panel windows and ventilation systems to ensure that an interior noise level of 45 dB(A) or less 
is achieved. Therefore, acceptable interior noise levels would be accomplished through 
architectural design and compliance with Title 24. Aircraft noise levels would not be a problem 
as the1 property lies outside the 60 CNEL contour for Miramar MCAS. 
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10.3.3 VISUAL EFFECTS/NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

As discussed above, the 21 -story alternative would have the same footprint as the project, but 
would be a maximum of 21 stories high as opposed to 33 to 42 stories high for the project (see 
Figures 10.2-1,10.2-2, 10.2-3, and 10.2-4). This alternative would be similar in height to the 
surrounding office and residential buildings (Figures 10.3-1 and 10.3-2). Therefore, unlike the 
project, the bulk and scale would be consistent with the surrounding area; and an impact on 
neighborhood character would not occur as a result of building height. 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include the offsite sewer improvement. 
As the retaining wall and manufactured fill options (Option 2B(1) and (2)) would be in stark 
contrast to the surrounding open space, significant impacts to neighborhood character would 
occur if these options are selected. Mitigation would reduce impacts, but not to below a level of 
significance. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and not mitigable. 

As with the project, this alternative would not block public views nor would it adversely affect 
public viewsheds. Thus, the 21-story alternative would not impact the visual character ofthe 
surrounding area. 

10.3.4 PUBLIC SERVICES 

As indicated in Section 5.3, the project would have a significant impact with respect to solid 
waste disposal. Thus, the public service impact discussion for the Community Plan alternative is 
focused on this service. 

Solid Waste Disposal 

Since the City ESD considers waste generation for projects with greater than 50 residential units 
as significant, like the project, the 21-story alternative would result in significant cumulative 
impacts on the Miramar Landfill capacity, however, this impact would be less than that ofthe 
project. Preparation of a waste management plan would reduce the project's direct impact on 
solid waste disposal to below a level of significance. As discussed in Section 6.2, cumulative 
impacts would remain significant. 

10.3.5 PALEONTOLOGY 

As with the project, construction ofthe 21-story alternative would involve grading, including a 
large amount of excavation for the underground parking structure as well as a 10-to 20-foot-deep 
trench for the sewer improvement alignment. This alternative could encroach into 
paleontological resources ofthe Scripps Formation and the Lindavista Formation. Although 
exact grading quantities are not known for this alternative, it would involve excavation of greater 
than 1,000 cy ofthe Scripps Formation to a depth of greater than 10 feet, and excavation of 
greater than 2.000 cy ofthe Lindavista Formation to a depth of greater than 10 feet. 
Additionally, all grading and earthmoving activities within the Genesee Avenue portion ofthe 
alignment from just south ofDecoro Street to just north ofthe railroad tracks may impact 
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geologic materials with high potential to yield important paleontological resources. Thus, this 
alternative and offsite sewer improvement would have a significant but mitigable impact on 
paleontological resources. 

10.3.6 WATER QUALITY 

As with the project, development ofthe site with 21-story buildings would be required to 
implement short- and long-term BMPs which would be sufficient to preclude significant impacts 
on water quality. 

10.3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As with the project, impacts to uplands would occur as a result ofthe offsite sewer improvements 
mitigation. Although city thresholds for wetlands would not be exceeded, state and federal agencies 
have a "no-net loss" of wetland policy, therefore permits/agreements with state and federal 
regulatory agencies would be required. Significant indirect impacts from night lighting, noise levels 
and edge effects such as invasive species and water quality impacts to wetlands would also occur. 
Therefore, mitigation would be required. Impacts to sensitive species including Cooper's hawk, 
coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell's vireo would be 
potentially significant. Thus, the 21 -story alternative would not avoid or substantially reduce the 
biological resource impacts associated with the project as identified in Section 5.7. 

10.3.8 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

As with the project, the portion ofthe offsite sewer replacement in Rose Canyon would result in 
significant direct impacts to CA-SDI-12556 as a result of jacking and boring and construction 
activities. All grading and earthmoving activities within the Genesee Avenue portion ofthe 
alignment from just south ofDecoro Street to just north of the railroad tracks may disturb 
presently unknown historic resources., Thus, the 30-story alternative would not avoid or 
substantially reduce the cultural resource impacts associated with the project as identified in 
Section 5.8. 

10.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT 
REJECTED 

10.4.1 REDUCED HEIGHT/SAME DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative would retain the same number of residential units as the project while reducing 
the height ofthe buildings to a maximum of 28 stories. This alternative was originally 
considered as a way to achieve more residential units in the University Community without 
requiring the increased building height. As illustrated in Figure 10.4-1, in order to accomplish 
this goal, the buildings would be much wider and take up more ground area than the proposed 
plan. This alternative would not include attached town homes. 
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While this alternative met the basic goals of maximizing residential development, it did not offer 
any substantial reductions in environmental impacts beyond the reduction in building height. 
Although impacts due to building height would not occur with this alternative, instead this 
alternative would result in greater impacts due to bulk and scale. The surrounding community 
has tall slender buildings. Some buildings in the community have similar footprints as this 
alternative, however, they are only two to three stories tall, not 28 stories as this alternative 
would create. The traffic generation rate would be unchanged. Traffic noise and air quality 
impacts would be similar. Furthermore, the benefit associated with the reduced building height 
would be offset by the increased bulk ofthe building at the ground level. As indicated in Figure 
10.4-1, the majority ofthe subject property would be occupied by the building footprints. No 
views through the project would be afforded from adjacent roads. Only minimal area would be 
available for outdoor amenities such as landscape and plaza areas. It would also be difficult to 
achieve desirable pedestrian linkage between the pedestrian bridges connecting with the project 
site. 

Thus, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. 

10.4.2 ALTERNATIVE SITE 

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a), offsite alternatives were considered. The evaluation of 
offsite alternatives was based on the ability of offsite locations to meet the basic objectives ofthe 
project. As described in Section 3.1 and above, the primary objective ofthe project is to provide 
additional housing opportunities within the University Community Plan area. Other objectives are 
to provide housing to serve students, military, seniors and professionals, develop higher density 
residential within an "urban node" of the City of San Diego, construct a planned pedestrian 
bridge, and to accommodate pedestrians traveling from the north side of La Jolla Village Drive 
through the project to the Costa Verde and UTC shopping centers. A search ofthe surrounding 
UCP area revealed no vacant land zoned for residential use that was not in some stage of planning 
or construction. Due to the proposed magnitude ofthe buildings, the project could not be 
constructed in the coastal zone, which limits building heights lo 30 feet. Other areas such as 
Clairemont and Mira Mesa were also considered, and although some vacant land exists with the 
potential to develop multi-family residential towers, many project objectives would not be achieved 
as students would not be served, the pedestrian bridge would not be constructed, and development 
would not occur within a defined urban node. Thus, the offsite alternative was rejected. 

10.4.3 REDUCED TRAFFIC ALTERNATIVE 

In order to avoid the traffic impact ofthe project, this alternative would involve development of no 
more that 1,500 ADT (250 residential units), as discussed in the addendum to Appendix D dated 
December 1, 2005. This alternative would reduce offsite impacts to traffic and circulation, air 
quality, noise, and aesthetics/neighborhood character/visual quality, and public sendees. However, 
it would not meet the objective to maximize residential development within the Specific Plan area. 
Therefore, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. Furthermore, this alternative 
would hot be financially feasible for the applicant. 
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CHAPTER 11.0 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section 21081.6 to the State of California Public Resources Code requires a lead or responsible 
agency that approves or carries out a project where an environmental impact report (EIR) has 
identified significant environmental effects to adopt a "reporting or monitoring program for 
adopted or required changes to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects." The City of 
San Diego is the lead agency for the Monte Verde EIR, and therefore is responsible for 
implementation ofthe mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). An EIR has been 
prepared for this project which addresses potential environmental impacts and, where 
appropriate, recommends measures to mitigate these impacts. As such, a MMRP is required to 
ensure that adopted mitigation measures are implemented. 

As Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer 
the MMRP for the following environmental issue areas as identified in the Monte Verde EIR: 
traffic and circulation; public facilities and services; paleontology; noise, biological resources; 
and historical resources. The mitigation measures identified below include all applicable 
measures from the Monte Verde EIR (SCH No. 2003091106; Project No. 6563), revised and 
updated as appropriate. This MMRP shall be made a requirement of project approval. All ofthe 
mitigation measures outlined in this MMRP shall be included in the Site Development Permit for 
the proposed project. 

GENERAL 
Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but not limited to, 
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, the Assistant 
Deputy Director (ADD) environmental designee ofthe City's Land Development Review 
Division (LDR) shall verify that the following statement is shown on the grading and/or 
construction plans as a note under the heading Environmental Requirements: "MONTE VERDE" 
is subject to a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program and shall conform to the mitigation 
conditions as contained in the Environmental Impact Report Number 6563." 
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Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any constmction permits, including but not 
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, which 
ever is applicable, the owner/permitee shall make arrangements to schedule a preconstruction 
meeting (precon meeting) to ensure implementation ofthe Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP). The meeting shall include the Resident Engineer (RE), Principal Qualified 
Biologist (PQB) biologist, monitoring archaeologist, monitoring paleontologist, and staff from 
the City's Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) Section. 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
Construction of intersection improvements identified in Table 5.2-19 would reduce project 
impacts to below a level of significance. As illustrated in Table 5.2-19, the mitigation required 
ofthe project would be dependent upon the status of Regents Road and Genesee Avenue 
Widening. As identified in Table 5.2-19, different improvements would be required if Regents 
Road and Genesee Avenue Widening are not completed pursuant to the Community Plan. 
Construction of freeway ramp metering improvements or payment to the City identified in Table 
5.2-19 would reduce project freeway ramp impacts but would not reduce ramp meter impacts to 
below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1: Prior to the issuance ofthe first building permit (exclusive of a 
building pennit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers), 
the developer shall construct or otherwise assure, by permit and bond, all intersection 
improvements as identified in Table 5.2-19. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: Prior to the issuance ofthe first building permit (exclusive of a 
building permit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers), 
the developer shall assure, by permit and bond, construction or a fair share payment for freeway 
ramp meter improvements identified in Table 5.2-19. 
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TABLE 5.2-19 
Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Facility 

Improvement 

With Regenls Road and With 
Genesee Avenue Widening 

"'• ' (In/tii) • . 

With Regents Road and 
Without Genesee Avenue 

Widening (In/Out) 

' Without Regents Road 
arid With Genesee Avenue 

-Widening (Out/In) 

Without Regents Road and 
Without Genesee Widening 

(Out/Out) 

Applicant' 
Responsibility 

Year 2005 
Intersections 
La Jolla Vdlage Dr /Regents Rd N/A! 
La Jolla Village Dr./Genesee Ave. Add a second WB RT lane Add a second WB RT lane Add a second WB RT lane Add a second WB RT lane Construct 

Genesee Ave./Esplanade Ct. 
Reconfigure EB approach only 
to include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach only 
to include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach only 
lo include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach 
only to include dual LT lanes 
and a separate RT lane3 

Construct 

Private Drive A/Esplanade Ct. Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct 

Freeway Ramp Meters 
l-8Q5/Nobel Dr. EB to SB Ramp Same mitigation as shown below for the Year 2020 
I-5/La Jolla Village Dr. WB to NB 
Ramp ^ 

Same mitigation as shown below for the Year 2020 

Year 2020 
Intersections 
La Jolla Village Dr./Regenls Rd. Add a WB RT lane Add a WB RT lane Construct 
La Jolla Village Dr./Genesee Ave. AddaNBRTtane Add a NB RT lane Add a NB RT lane Add a NB RT lane Construct' 

Genesee Ave./Esplanade Ct. 
Reconfigure EB approach only 
to include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach only 
to include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach only 
to include dual LT lanes and a 
separate RT lane3 

Reconfigure EB approach 
only to include dual LT lanes 
and a separate RT lane3 

Construct 

Private Drive A/Esplanade Ct. Conslmcl a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct 

Freeway Ramp Meters 
I-805/Nobel Dr. EB to SB Ramp Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT 

storage lane along Nobel Dr. 
Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT 
storage lane along Nobel Dr. 

Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT 
storage lane along Nobel Dr. 

Construct a i ,000 fool EB RT 
storage lane along Nobel Dr. 

Construct 

I-5/La Jolla Village Dr. WB lo NB 
Ramp 

Contribute $384,000 towards 
improvement projects along 1-5 

Contribute $384,000 towards 
improvement projects along 1-5 

Contribute $384,000 towards 
improvement projects along 1-5 

Contribute $384,000 towards 
improvement projects along I-
5 

Fair Share 
Contribution 

Source: Kimley Horn, 2006 
i No improvement is required since this intersection was nol significantly impacted by the project. 
2 Prior lo the issuance ofthe first building permit (exclusive or a building permit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers), the developer shall construct or 

otherwise assure, by permit and bond each respective improvement. 
3 The improvement is considered to be Option 2 as described in Table 12-3 ofthe approved Monte Verde Traffic Study, December 6, 2004. 
4 As indicated in the letter from KHA dated February 15, 2006 in Appendix D ofthe EIR, the freeway ramp mitigation requirements are based on Ihe current proposal to construct 800 units rather 

than the i,084 units which were originally proposed. Thus, not all of Ihe four ramps originally identified as impacted by the 1,084 units require mitigation. 
s No improvement is required since this intersection did not experience a significant impact in the Without Regents Road scenarios. 
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VISUAL EFFECTS/NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER 
If the retaining wall option is selected to construct the offsite sewer improvement, the following 
mitigation measure would reduce impacts but not to below a level of significance: 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1: The retaining wall shall be constructed out of earth-tone materials 
and additional tall-growing vegetation shall be planted on either side ofthe wall to soften its 
appearance, as required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan (included in Appendix H). 
In addition, the retaining wall for the tum-around area would be earth-tone and plantable, as 
required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan. All planting materials shall be subject to 
approval by DSD and the Park and Recreation Department. 

If the manufactured fill option is selected to construct the offsite sewer improvement, the 
following mitigation measure would reduce impacts but not to below a level of significance: 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-2: The slopes shall be planted with native vegetation including coastal 
sage scrub, as required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan (included in Appendix H). 
In addition, the retaining wall for the tum-around area would be earth-tone and plantable, as 
required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan. All planting materials shall be subject to 
approval by DSD and the Park and Recreation Department. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
The following mitigation measures would reduce the direct impact ofthe project on local landfill 
capacity to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: As required by the City of San Diego, the developer shall provide 
exterior areas in which to store trash and recyclable materials, in compliance with Municipal 
Code 101.2001. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall receive 
approval from the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) that a Waste Management Plan has been 
prepared, approved by the ESD, and implemented for the project. Also prior to the issuance of 
the grading permit, the applicant shall submit evidence to the ADD that the final 
Demolition/Construction report has been approved by Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 
(MMC) and ESD. This report shall summarize the results of implementing the above Waste 
Management Plan elements, including: the actual waste generated and diverted from the project, 
the waste reduction percentage achieved, and how that goal was achieved, etc. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3: At least thirty days prior to beginning any work on the site, 
demolition and/or grading, for the implementation ofthe MMRP, the Permittee is responsible to 
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arrange a'Precon Meeting that shall include: the Construction Manager or Grading Contractor, 
MMD, and ESD and the Resident Engineer (RE). 

• At the Precon Meeting, the Permittee shall submit three (3) - reduced copies (11x17) ofthe 
approved waste management plan, to MMC (2) and ESD (1). 

• Prior to the start of demolition, the Permittee/the Construction Manager shall submit a 
construction schedule to MMC and ESD. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4: The Permittee/Construction Manager shall calf for inspections by 
both MMC and ESD who will periodically visit the construction site to verify implementation of 
the waste management plan. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-5: After completion ofthe MMRP, a final results report shall be 
submitted to MMC. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-6: Prior to the issuance of any permit, including but not limited to a 
grading or other construction permit, the ADD shall verify that all the requirements ofthe waste 
management plan have been shown and/or noted on the Demolition and/or Grading Plans 
(construction documents). 

1) Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the demolition ofthe existing western ramp of 
the Genesee Avenue pedestrian bridge, the permittee shall be responsible to arrange a 
preconstruction meeting. This meeting shall be coordinated with MMC to verify that 
implementation ofthe waste management plan shall be performed in compliance with the 
plan approved by LDR and the San Diego ESD. 

2) The plan (construction documents) shall include the following elements for grading, 
construction, and occupancy phases ofthe project as applicable: 

a) Tons of waste anticipated to be generated, 

b) Material type of waste to be generated, 

c) Source separation techniques for waste generated, 

d) How materials will be reused onsite, 

e) Name and location of recycling, reuse, or landfill facilities where waste will be taken if 
not reused onsite. . . 

f) A "buy recycled" program, 

" g) How the project will aim to reduce the generation of construction/demolition debris, 

h) A plan of how waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to 
subcontractors, and 

i) A time line for each ofthe three main phases ofthe project as stated above. 

3) The plan shall strive for a goal of 50% waste reduction. 
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4) The plan shall include specific performance measures to be assessed upon the completion of 
the project to measure success in achieving waste minimization goals. The Permitee shall 
notify MMC and ESD when: 

a) A construction permit is issued. 

b) When construction begins. 

c) The permittee shall arrange for progress inspections, and a final inspection, as specified 
in the plan and shall contact both MMC and ESD to perform these periodic site visits 
during construction to inspect the progress ofthe project's waste diversion efforts. 
Notification shall be sent to: 

MMC 
Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 
9601 Ridgehaven Ct. 
Suite 320, MS 1102B 
San Diego, CA 92123-1636 
(619)980-7122 . 

Environmental Services Department 
9601 Ridgehaven Ct. 
Suite 320, MS 1102B 
San Diego, CA 92123-1636 
(858)492-503 0 

d) When Demolition ends. 

5) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall receive approval from the ADD 
that the waste management plan has been prepared, approved, and implemented. Also prior 
to the issuanpe ofthe grading permit, the applicant shall submit evidence to the ADD that the 
final Demolition/Construction report has been approved by MMC and ESD. This report shall 
summarize the results of implementing the above Waste Management Plan elements, 
including: the actual waste generated and diverted from the project, the waste reduction 
percentage achieved, and how that goal was achieved, etc. 

Preconstruction Meeting 

1) At least thirty days prior to beginning any work on the site, demolition and/or grading, for the 
implementation ofthe MMRP, the Permittee is responsible to arrange a Preconstruction 
Meeting that shall include the: Construction Manager or Grading Contractor; MMC and ESD 
and the R£, if there is an engineering permit. 

2) At the Preconstruction Meeting, the Permitee shall submit 3 reduced copies (11 x 17") ofthe 
approved waste management plEin, to MMC (2) and ESD (1). 

3) Prior to the start of demolition, the Permittee/Construction Manager shall submit a 
construction schedule to MMC and ESD. 

During Construction 

The Permittee/Construction Manager shall call for inspections by both MMC and ESD who will 
periodically visit the construction site to verify implementation ofthe waste management plan. 
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Post Construction 

1) After completion ofthe implementation ofthe MMRP, a final results report shall be 
submitted to MMC to coordinate the review by the ADD and ESD. 

2) Prior to final clearance of any demolition permit, issuance of any grading or building permit, 
release ofthe grading bond and/or issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall 
provide documentation that the ADD of LDR and the ESD, that the waste management plan 
has been effectively implemented. 

PALEONTOLOGY 
Potential impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to below a level of significance 
through implementation ofthe following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1: The following shall be implemented: 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not 
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 
applicable^ the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall 
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on 
the appropriate construction documents. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project 
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring program, 
as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications ofthe PI 
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring ofthe project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any 
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 
A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has 
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a 
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or, 
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the 
search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 
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B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange 

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Constmction Manager (CM) and/or 
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any 
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the 
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, 
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a 
Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction 
documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based 
on the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding 
existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 
b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This 
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final 
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation 
and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc., 
which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present. 

HI. During Construction 
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with 
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is 
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any 
construction activities. 

2.. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 
(CSVR). The CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of 
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies 
to MMC. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching 
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or 
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 
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B. Discovery Notification Process 
1. In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor 

to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately 
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) ofthe 
discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone ofthe discovery, and shall also 
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with 
photos ofthe resource in context, if possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance ofthe resource. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil 
discoveries shall be at the discretion ofthe PI. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery 
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to 
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in 
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell 
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or BI 
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The 
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to MMC 
unless a significant resource is encountered. 

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter 
shall also indicate that no further work is required. 

IV. Night Work 
A. If night work is included in the contract 

1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall 
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

in the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI 
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am 
the following morning, if possible. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 
procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be followed. 
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d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by SAM the following morning to 
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other 
specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum 

of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 
2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

V. Post Construction 
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies ofthe Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative) 
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases ofthe 
Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring, 
a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 
Report. 

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any 
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the 
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's 
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego 
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation ofthe Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 
4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI ofthe approved report. 
5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and. approvals. 
B. Handling of Fossil Remains 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are 
cleaned and catalogued. 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to 
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history ofthe area; 
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
completed, as appropriate 

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the 

monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate 
institution. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 
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1. The PI shall submit two copies ofthe Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if 
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has 
been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of 
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance 
Verification from the curation institution. 

NOISE 
The following mitigation measure would reduce the noise impacts ofthe project to below a level 
of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1: Prior to issuance of a building permit, an acoustical study shall be 
conducted to determine the appropriate barrier design and height to achieve noise levels below 
65 dB(A) CNEL within designated ground level recreation areas illustrated in Figure 5.6-4 ofthe 
EIR. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any tower containing designated outdoor 
open space, an acoustical engineer or equivalent shall confirm to the ADD that the noise 
attenuation identified in the acoustical analysis is in place and that it reduces exterior noise levels 
to below a level of significance. If it does not, additional noise attenuation measures shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction ofthe ADD to assure exterior noise levels are below 65 dB(A). 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The following mitigation measures would reduce the impact ofthe offsite sewer improvement on 
sensitive habitats to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-1: Prior to the issuance ofthe first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, the owner/permitee shall make a contribution to the City's Habitat Acquisition 
Fund to compensate for impacts to Tier I, II and IIIB upland habitat, based on the mitigation 
requirements specified in Tables 5.7-3A or 3B, as applicable. The contribution shall be based on 
a fee of $25,000 per acre plus a 10 percent administrative fee. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-2: Prior to the issuance ofthe first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement and/or the first pre-construction meeting, the owner/permittee shall submit 
evidence to the ADD of LDR verifying that a qualified biologist has been retained to implement 
the biological resources mitigation program as detailed below (see 1 through 4): 

1. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting, the applicant shall hire and submit for 
approval a letter verifying the qualifications ofthe biological professional to MMC and 
the ADD of LDR. This letter shall identify the Qualified Project Biologist (QPB) and 
Qualified Biological Monitor (QBM), where applicable, and the names of all other 
persons involved in the implementation ofthe revegetation/restoration plan and 
biological monitoring program, as they are defined in the City of San Diego Biological 
Review Process. 

Mv^flQ^Revised December 22. 2006 i l - l l 



Monle Verde EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

TABLE 5.7-3A 
Mitigation Ratios for Upland Vegetation Communities Assuming Applicant 

Creates Construction Access from the South 
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First number represents mitigation requirement if all occurs inside the MHPA/Second number represents total if all mitigation occur outside the 
MHPA, 
Includes 0.06 acres required to compensate for impacts to 0.03 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub which was previously restored. This mitigation 
is required to occur within the MHPA. 
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TABLE 5.7-3B 
Mitigation Ratios for Upland Vegetation Communities Assuming City 

Creates Construction Access from the South 
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First number represents mitigation requirement if all occurs inside the MHPA/Second number represents total if all mitigation occur outside the 
MHPA. 
Includes 0.06 acres required to compensate for impacts to 0,03 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub which was previously restored. This mitigation 
is required to occur within the MHPA. 

^l¥-£00^Revised December 22. 2006 11-13 

file:///creage


Monte Verde EiR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

2. At least thirty days prior to the pre-construction meeting, a second letter shall be 
submitted to the ADD of LDR which includes the name and contact information ofthe 
Biologist and the names of all persons involved in the biological monitoring ofthe 
project. 

3. At least thirty days prior lo the pre-construction meeting, the qualified biologist shall 
- verify that any special reports, maps, plans and time lines, such as but not limited to, 

revegetation plans, plant relocation requirements, avian or other wildlife protocol 
surveys, impact avoidance areas or other such information has been completed and. 
updated. 

4. The QBP shall attend the first preconstruction meeting. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-3: Prior to issuance ofthe first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, all wetland areas within or adjacent to the construction areas, as illustrated on 
Figures 5.7-2A and B ofthe EIR, shall be enclosed with orange construction fencing to protect 
them from construction activities. A qualified biologist shall inspect all construction fencing 
prior to the issuance ofthe first grading permit and shall monitor construction activities to avoid 
unauthorized impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-4: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the offsite sewer, a final 
wetland revegetation plan shall be approved to the satisfaction ofthe ADD of LDR in consultation 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department 
of Fish and Game, based on the Draft Conceptual Wetland Revegetation and Monitoring Plan, 
included in Appendix H. Wetland compensation shall be accomplished within the Rose Canyon. 
Wetland compensation shall be accomplished at an overall ratio of 3:1 for southern cottonwood-
willow riparian forest and 2:1 for southern willow scrub. The ratios may be achieved through a 
combination of creation and enhancement. However, at least 1:1 shall consist of creation. Creation 
shall consist of planting species which reflect the impacted wetland type. Enhancement shall 
consist of removal of exotics from existing wetlands. Replacement ofthe existing culvert over the 
drainage is expected to adequately compensate for the impact to the disturbed habitat/culvert 
jurisdictional habitat type. 

The final approved wetland revegetation plan shall include; plant palette selection, mitigation 
bonding, planting guidelines, post-installation maintenance, success criteria and monitoring 
requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-5: Prior to the issuance ofthe first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, all disturbed areas within or adjacent to construction areas (upland and wetland), 
shall require construction documents to be submitted for verification and review ofthe 
revegetation effort in accordance with the approved biological report to the satisfaction ofthe 
ADD of EAS, Park and Recreation Department, and MSCP staff 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-6: Prior to initiation of any construction-related grading, the biologist 
shall discuss the sensitive nature ofthe adjacent habitat with the crew and subcontractor. The 
limits of grading shall be clearly delineated by a survey crew prior to brushing, clearing or 
grading. The limits of grading shall be defined with silt fencing and checked by the biological 
monitor before initiation of construction grading. The project biologist shall monitor construction 
activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically 

feiv-20Q6Revised December 22. 2006 11-14 



Monte Verde EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

sensitive areas beyond the limits of disturbance as shown on the final construction plans (Exhibit 
A). 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-7: Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed for the offsite 
improvement, the ADD of LDR shall ensure that the following measures are included as notes on 
the construction plans: 

1. A qualified project biologist shall inspect all construction fencing prior to issuance ofthe 
first grading permit and shall monitor construction activities to avoid unauthorized 
impacts. 

2. All staging and storage areas for the offsite sewer improvement shall be located within 
the Monte Verde project site, which does not contain sensitive biological resources. 

3. All construction area limits shall be clearly delineated prior to the issuance ofthe first 
grading permit activity with orange construction fencing or silt fencing to ensure that 
construction activity remains within the defined construction limits. 

4. The biologist shall provide direction to construction personnel regarding the need to 
avoid impacts to adjacent sensitive areas. 

5. Any plants or seeds used as erosion control or revegetation shall be approved by the City 
Park and Recreation Department. Plants and seeds shall only contain native species and 
shall only be applied under the supervision ofthe biologist or a landscape architect. 

6. Sewer pipeline construction within 300 feet of any sensitive bio-habitat for endangered or 
threatened species shall avoid nesting/breeding seasons, or shall install solid barriers to 
fully screen the direct line of sight between' the construction equipment and the habitat. 

7. All work would be performed during normal daylight working hours with the exception 
ofthe connection to the existing Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, which would be completed 
at a non-peak time, typically between 7pm and 4am. It is expected that the connection to 
the existing Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer would take approximately 3 nights and require 
minimal lighting, focused within the connection area (Manhole #1, located within the 
MHPA), that would be shielded, unidirectional, low-pressure sodium illumination (or 
similar) and directed away from the preserve areas using appropriate placement as 
shields. 

8. No water used during construction related work shall be allowed to be diverted or 
drained off-site into the MHPA during and after construction activity. The biologist shall 
ensure that the appropriate measures and control devices are used as needed during 
construction to deter any drainage toward sensitive habitat. 

9. All construction/grading plans shall be made available to crews in the field showing these 
conditions. 

10. No exotic or invasive plant species shah be utilized in or adjacent to the MHPA. 
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11. Compliance with all City stormwater and drainage standards shall be met to the 
satisfaction ofthe City Engineer and the ADD of LDR. 

12. Fencing shall not interfere with wildlife movement through significant MSCP identified 
corridors. 

The following mitigation measures would reduce the direct impact ofthe offsite sewer 
improvement on sensitive species to below a level of significance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-8: Prior to the issuance the first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, the City Manager (or appointed designee) shall verify that the Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following project requirements regarding the coastal 
California gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans: 

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(l )(a) 
recovery permit) shall survey those habitat areas within the MHPA that would be subject 
to construction noise levels exceeding 60"dB(A) hourly average for the presence ofthe 
coastal California gnatcatcher. Surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher shall be 
conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service within the breeding season prior to the commencement of any 
construction. If gnatcatchers are present, then the following conditions must be met: 

A. Between March 1 and August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 
gnatcatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall be 
staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and 

B. Between March 1 and Axigust 15, no construction activities shall occur within any 
portion ofthe site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 
60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied gnatcatcher habitat. An analysis 
showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 dB(A) 
hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a qualified 
acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring 
noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the ADD of LDR 

' at least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted 
from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified 
biologist; or 

C. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) 
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities 
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the 
coastal California gnatcatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction 
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise 
monitoring* shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that 
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noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation 
techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician 
or biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until such time that 
adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end ofthe breeding season (August 
16). 

* Construction noise shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on 
varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify 
that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB(A) 
hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly 
average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the 
biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60 
dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level, if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) 
hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on 
the placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment. 

2. If coastal California gnatcatchers are not detected during the protocol survey, the 
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the City Manager and applicable 
resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise 
walls are necessary between March 1 and August 15 as follows: 

A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for coastal California gnatcatcher to be 
present based on historical records or site conditions, then condition 1 shall be 
adhered to as specified above. 

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no 
mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-9: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, the ADD of LDR (or appointed designee) shall verify that the following project 
requirements regarding the southwestern willow flycatcher are shown on the construction plans: 

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between May 1 and 
September 1, the breeding season ofthe southwestern willow flycatcher, until the following 
requirements have been met to the satisfaction ofthe ADD of LDR: 

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(a) 
recovery permit) shall survey those wetland areas that would be subject to construction 
noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence ofthe 
southwestern willow flycatcher. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to 
the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within 
the breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. If the southwestern 
willow flycatcher is present, then the following conditions must be met: 
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A. Between May 1 and September 1, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such 
activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and 

B. Between May 1 and September I, no construction activities shall occur within any 
portion ofthe site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding 
60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied southwestern willow flycatcher 
habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would 
not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be 
completed by a qualified acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or 
registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and 
approved-by the ADD of LDR at least two weeks prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. Prior to the commencement of construction activities during 
the breeding season, areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced 
under the supervision of a qualified biologist; or 

C. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) 
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities 
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the 
southwestern willow flycatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction 
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise 
monitoring* shall be conducted at the edge ofthe occupied habitat area to ensure that 
noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation 
techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician 
or biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until such time that 
adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end ofthe breeding season 
(September 1). 

* Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice 
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction 
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained 
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 
60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in 
consultation with the biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce 
noise levels to below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it 
already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may include, but are 
not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the 
simultaneous use of equipment. 

2. If southwestern willow flycatcher are not detected during the protocol survey, the 
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the ADD of LDR and applicable 
resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise 
walls are necessary between May 1 and September 1 as follows: 
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A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for southwestern willow flycatcher to 
be present based on historical records or site conditions, then condition 1 shall be 
adhered to as specified above. 

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no further 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-10: Prior to the issuance ofthe first grading permit for the offsite sewer 
improvement, the ADD OF LDR (or appointed designee) shall verify that the following project 
requirements regarding the least Bell's vireo are shown on the construction plans: 

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between March 15 
and September 15, the breeding season ofthe least Bell's vireo, until the following requirements 
have been met to the satisfaction ofthe ADD of LDR. 

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(a) 
recovery permit) shall survey those wetland areas that would be subject to construction 
noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence ofthe least 
Bell's vireo. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey 
guidelines established by the U.S. Fish'and Wildlife Service within the breeding season 
prior to the commencement of any construction. If the least Bell's vireo is present, then 
the following conditions must be met: 

A. Between March 15 and September 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 
least Bell's vireo habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall 
be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and 

B. Between March 15 and September 15, no construction activities shall occur within 
any portion ofthe site where construction activities would result in noise levels 
exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied least Bell's vireo habitat. 
An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed 
60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a 
qualified acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with 
monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the 
ADD of LDR at least two weeks prior lo the commencement of construction 
activities. Prior to the commencement of construction activities during the breeding 
season, areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the 
supervision of a qualified biologist; or 

C. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the 
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) 
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities 
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the least 
Bell's vireo. Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the 
construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be 
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conducted at the edge ofthe occupied habitat area to ensure that noise levels do not 
exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are 
determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist, then the 
associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise 
attenuation is achieved or until the end ofthe breeding season (September 15). 

* Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice 
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction 
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained 
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 
60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in 
consultation with the biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce 
noise levels to below 60 dB(A) hourly average or lo the ambient noise level if it 
already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may include, but are 
not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the 
simultaneous use of equipment. 

2. If least Bell's vireo are not detected during the protocol survey, the qualified biologist 
shall submit substantial evidence to the ADD of LDR and applicable resource agencies 
which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary 
between March 15 and September 15, as follows: 

A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for least Bell's vireo to be present based 
on historical records or site conditions, then condition \ shall be adhered to as 
specified above. 

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no further 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-11: If construction for the offsite sewer improvement occurs during the 
raptor breeding season (February 1 through September 15), a preconstruction survey shall be 
conducted and no construction shall occur within 300 feet of any identified nest(s) until the 
young fledge. Should the biologist determine that raptors are nesting, an appropriate noise buffer 
area shall be established in coordination with EAS staff. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
The following measures shall be implemented for construction ofthe offsite sewer replacement. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-1: As a condition of project approval, the applicant is required to 
conduct an Archaeological Research Design and Data Recovery Program (ARDDRP) for 
archaeological site (CA-SDI-12556). Based on the LDR-approved research design a phased data 
recovery program shall be implemented. The data recover}' program shall include up to 15 
percent ofthe area to be impacted. The area in which data recovery occurs shall be based on the 
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final sewer improvement plans. A qualified archaeologist shall review the final construction 
plan and determine the area of potential impact. The ADRP shall be subject to approval by 
the ADD Environmental Designee prior to issuance of a grading permit for the offsite 
sewer improvement and subsequent wetland revegetation. 

An archaeologist shall monitor all grading and earthmoving activities during construction for the 
offsite sewer improvement and during wetland revegetation activities within the vicinity of CA-
SDI-12556 and within Genesee Avenue. Should burials/cremations or features be located, 
grading and/or earthmoving activities shall be halted for a period of time sufficient to allow for 
excavation and removal. Analysis of artifacts and ecofacts recovered during monitoring will also 
be included in the final report. 

1. Prior to Preconstruction (Precon) Meeting 
a. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

(1) Prior to the preconstruction meeting, or issuance of a Notice lo Proceed (NTP) or any 
permits, including but not limited lo, the first Grading Permit, Demolition 
Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits for the offsite sewer improvement, the 
Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental Designee shall verify that the 
requirements for the ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA RECOVERY PROGRAM 
(ADRP) have been noted on the appropriate construction documents. 

b. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 
(1) Prior to the preconstruction meeting, recordation ofthe first final map, NTP, and/or 

any permits, including but not limited to, issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition 
Permit or Building Permit for the offsite sewer improvement, the applicant shall 
provide a letter of verification to the ADD Environmental Designee stating that a 
qualified Archaeologist, as defined in the City's Historical Resources Guidelines 
(HRG), has been retained to implement the ADRP. If applicable, individuals 
involved in the archaeological program must have completed the 40-hour 
HAZWOPER training with certification documentation. ALL PERSONS 
INVOLVED IN THE ADRP AND MONITORING OF THIS PROJECT 
SHALL BE APPROVED BV THE ADD ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNEE 
PRIOR TO THE START OF THE PROJECT. 

(2) A Native American Monitor, if applicable, shall be present during initial excavation/ 
grading of undisturbed ground in the event that cultural features or human remains 
are found and the procedures set forth in Section 2.e shall be implemented. 

2. Precon Meeting 
a. Qualified Archaeologist Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

(1) Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a 
Precon Meeting that shall include the Archaeologist, Construction Manager and/or 
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, 
and Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC). The qualified Archaeologist shall 
attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions 
concerning the ADRP with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
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(2) If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE or BI, if appropriate, 
will schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, EAS staff, as appropriate, 
Monitors, the Construction Manager, and appropriate Contractor's representatives lo 
meet and review the job onsite, prior to start of any work that requires monitoring. 

b. Identify Areas involved in ADRP 
(1) At the Precon Meeting, the Archaeologist shall submit to MMC a copy ofthe 

site/grading plan (reduced to 11x17) that identifies areas involved in the ADRP, as 
well as areas that may require delineation of grading limits. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of grading permits or NTP, the area involved in the ADRP shall 
be surveyed, staked and flagged by the qualified archaeologist, as defined above. 

c. When ADRP Will Occur 
(1) Prior to the start of work, the Archaeologist shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE or BI, as appropriate, indicating when and where the ADRP 
is to begin and shall notify MMC ofthe start date for work. 

d. ADRP Implementation 
(1) Prior to the issuance of grading permits or NTP, the owner/pennittee shall implement 

the approved ADRP, satisfactory to the ADD Environmental Designee. The ADRP 
shall include a three-phased excavation program in which the sample size to be 
excavated will be determined in consultation with City staff and will vary with the 
nature and size ofthe archaeological site. 

(2) Following the data recovery excavations, the areas to be impacted shall be 
mechanically excavated under the direction ofthe qualified archaeologist to recover 
any additional cultural features and/or artifact concentrations using standard 
archaeological procedures. 

e. Human Remains 
(1) If human remains are discovered, work shall be halted in that area and the following 

procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State 
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) will be taken: 

(2) Notification 
(a) The Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC and 

the Principal Investigator (PI), if the Monitor is not qualified as a PL MMC will 
notify the appropriate Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section 
(EAS). 

(b) The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner, after consultation with the RE, either in 
person or via telephone. 

(3) Isolate discovery site 
(a) Work will be redirected away from the location ofthe discovery and any nearby 

area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a 
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, 
concerning the provenience ofthe remains. 

(b) The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a 
field examination lo determine the provenience. 
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(c) If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine, 
with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 
American origin. 

(4) If Human Remains are determined to be Native American 
(a) The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 
(b) The NAHC will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical 

Examiner has completed coordination. 
(c) The NAHC will identify the person or persons detennined to be the Most Likely 

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 
(d) The PI will coordinate with the MLD for additional coordination. 
(e) Disposition of Native American human remains will be determined between the 

MLD and the PI, IF: 
i. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR 
ii. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation ofthe 

MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails 
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or their 
authorized representative shall re-inter the human remains and all associated 
grave goods with appropriate dignity, on the property in a location not subject 
to subsurface disturbance. Information on this process will be provided to the 
NAHC. 

(5) If Human Remains are NOT Native American 
(a) The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them ofthe historic era 

context ofthe burial. 
(b) The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI 

and City staff (PRC 5097.98). 
(c) If the remains are ofhistoric origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for reinterment ofthe 
human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the landowner, 
and the Museum of Man. 

f. Notification of Completion of ADRP 
(1) The Archaeologist shall notify MMC and the RE or BI, as appropriate, in writing of 

the end date ofthe ADRP. 

3. Post Construction 
a. Handling and Curation of Artifacts and Letter of Acceptance 

(1) The Archaeologist shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected 
are cleaned, catalogued and permanently curated with an appropriate institution; that 
a letter of acceptance from the curation institution has been submitted to MMC; that 
all artifacts are analyzed to identify function and chronology as they relate to the 
history ofthe area; that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty 
studies are completed, as appropriate. 

(2) Curation of artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or data recovery for this 
project shall be completed in consultation with LDR and the Native American 
representative, as applicable. 
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b. Final Results Reports (Monitoring and Research Design And Data Recovery Program) 
(1) Prior to the release ofthe grading bond, two copies ofthe Final Results Report (even 

if negative) and/or evaluation report, if applicable, which describes the results, 
analysis and conclusions ofthe ADRP (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted 
to MMC for approval by the ADD Environmental Designee. 

(2) MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt ofthe Final Results Report. 

c. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Park and Recreation 
(1) The Archaeologist shall be responsible for updating the appropriate State of 

California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B associated with 
the ADRP in accordance with the City's Historical Resources Guidelines, and 
submittal of such forms to the South Coastal Information Center with the Final 
Results Report. 

d. Handling and curation of artifacts and Letter of Acceptance 
(1) The archaeologist shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural materials and 

associated records collected during the initial archaeological survey and evaluation 
phase, implementation ofthe ADRP, or as a result of construction related excavation 
are cleaned, catalogued and permanently curated with an appropriate institution; that 
a letter of acceptance from the curation institution is submitted to MMC; that all 
artifacts are analyzed to identify function and chronology, as they relate to the history 
ofthe area, and to allow a comparison with previous nearby studies; that faunal 
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as 
appropriate, including obsidian hydration and sourcing analysis, protein residue 
studies and radiocarbon dating. 

(2) Curation of artifacts associated with this program shall be completed in consultation 
with LDR and the Native American representative, as appropriate. 

e. On completion ofthe ADRP and prior to issuance of grading permits, the qualified 
archaeologist shall attend a second preconstruction meeting to make comments and/or 
suggestions concerning the proposed grading process. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-2: The following Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 
archaeological resources shall also be implemented for the offsite sewer replacement and 
wetland revegetation. 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not 
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall 
verify that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American 
monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriate construction 
documents. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 
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1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring 
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project 
and the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, 
as defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If 
applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must 
have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification 
documentation. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications ofthe PI 
and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring ofthe project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any 
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

II. Prior to Start of Construction 
A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4 
mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a 
copy of a confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the 
search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was 
completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the VA mile 
radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange 

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or 
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist shall attend any 
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 
suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the 
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, 
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate 
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to 
be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as well 
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule 

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 

jiiiv-SflQ^Revised December 22. 2006 11 -25 



Monte Verde EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or 
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This 
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final 
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of 
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase 
the potential for resources to be present. 

III. During Construction 
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities which could result in impacts to archaeological resources as identified 
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE, 
PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities. 

2. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record 
(CSVR). The CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of 
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring 
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies 
to MMC. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modem 
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of 
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 

B. Discovery Notification Process 
1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor 

to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately 
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) ofthe 
discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone ofthe discovery, and shall also 
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with 
photos ofthe resource in context, if possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
1. The PI and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evaluate the 

significance ofthe resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in 
Section IV below. 
a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts 
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities 
in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating 
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final 

fel¥-5£06Revised December 22.2006 , 11-26 



Mome Verde EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is 
required. 

D. Pipeline Discovery 
1. If the resources is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data 

Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval ofthe program from 
MMC, CM and RE. ADRP and any mitigation must be approved by MMC, RE 
and/or CM before ground disturbing activities in the area of discovery will be 
allowed to resume. 
a. Note: For pipeline trenching projects only, the PI shall implement the 

Discovery Process for Pipeline Trenching projects identified below under 
"D". 

2. If resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that 
artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring 
Report. The letter shall also indicate that no further work is required. 
a. Note: For Pipeline Trenching Projects Only. If the deposit is limited in size, 

both in length and depth; the information value is limited and is not associated 
with any other resource; and there are no unique features/artifacts associated 
with the deposit, the discovery should be considered not significant. 

b. Note, for Pipeline Trenching Projects Only: If significance can nol be 
determined, the Final Monitoring "Report and Site Record (DPR Form 
523A/B) shall identify the discovery as Potentially Significant. 

IV. Discover^' of Human Remains 
If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the following 
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State 
Health and Safely Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

• A. Notification 
1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the 

PI, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior 
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS). 

2. The PI shall notify' the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE. either in 
person or via telephone. 

B. Isolate discovery site 
1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby 

area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a 
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI 
concerning the provenience ofthe remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a 
field examination lo determine the provenience. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine 
with input from the PI. if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 
American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 
1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 
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2. The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical 
Examiner has completed coordination. 

3. NAHC shall identify the person or persons detennined to be the Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

4. The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation. 
5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determined between the 

MLD and the PL IF: 
a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed lo make a 

recommendalion within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR; 
b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation ofthe 

MLD and medialion in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails 
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American 
1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them ofthe historic era 

context of the burial. 
2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI 

and City staff (PRC 5097.98). 
3. If the remains are ofhistoric origin, they shall be appropriately removed and 

conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment ofthe 
human remains shall, be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the 
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man. 

V. Night Work 
A. If night work is included in the contract . 

1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall , 
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI 
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am 
the following morning, if possible. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV - Discovery 
of Human Remains. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the 
procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by SAM the following morning to 
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other 
specific arrangements have been made. 

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BL as appropriate, a minimum 

of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 
2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately. 
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C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 

VI. Post Construction 
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies ofthe Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative) 
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases ofthe 
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring, 
a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft 
Monitoring Report. 

. b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical 
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for 
preparation ofthe Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 
4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI ofthe approved report. 
5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring 

Report submittals and approvals. 
B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are 
cleaned and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that ail artifacts are analyzed to identify 
function and chronology as they relate to the history ofthe area; that faunal 
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as 
appropriate. 

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the 

survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with 
an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and 
the Native American representative, as applicable. 

i 2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in 
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 
1. The PI shall submit one copy ofthe approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE 

or BI as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days 
after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of 
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance 
Verification from the curation institution. 
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This Environmental Impact Report was prepared by the Environmental Analysis Section ofthe City 
of San Diego Land Development Review Division in the Development Services Department (DSD). 
The following professional staff participated in its preparation: 

City of San Diego 

Eileen Lower, LDR-Environmental Analysis Section, DSD 
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Bobbi Salvini, Wastewater Review, DSD 
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Paul Kilburg, Park and Recreation Department 
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John Hoobs, Project Manager 
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Gerald M. Trimble, Managing Principal 
Michael Wong, Principal 

Kimley-Horn and Associates 

Dave Sorenson, PE, Transportation Engineer 
Scott Barker, AICP, Transportation Planner 
Marc Mizuta, Transportation Engineer 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The Draft EIR for the Monte Verde project was circulated for public review and comment between August 14, 2006 and September 27, 2006. The 
following agencies, organizations, and persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR during public review. A copy of each comment letter 
along with corresponding responses is included in a "side by side" format to facilitate review. The specific comments and the corresponding 
responses have each been given a numeric reference. 

Letter 
No. 

Author Address 
_.. 

Date Representing Page Number of 
Letter 

?.'••*•-'. •- 'V- ' . - ••*'**>. ',:*.•. « c FEDEKM. ... « . . / v j J , . : - 1 % , tf ' ' *•& ^ ^V''** J ' " I - ' W" "~ 

1. Thorton, C.L. P.O. Box 452002 
San Diego, CA 92145-2001 

September 22, 2006 United States, 
Marine Corps 

RTC-12 

: •., . - - c - r>--- i ' - . s T A T E r - ^ c ./../» f^ ^ ' v - * - — * > ^ ^ * •-•V7-vv;:*i*-^-m 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Holmes, Greg 

Munoz, Rosa PE 

Orso, Mario H. 

Roberts, Terry 

Singleton, Dave 

5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

320 West 4tn Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 240 
San Diego, CA 92110 

1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

August 16,2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 28, 2006 

August 24, 2006 

Cahfomia 
Department of 
Toxic Substances 
Control 
California Public 
Utilities 
Commission 
California, 
Department of 
Transportation 
CALTRANS, 
District 11 
California State 
Clearing House 

California Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 

R'iC-15 

RTC-20 

RTC-21 

RTC-24 

RTC-26 

S i a ^ ^ 
7. 

8. 

Burrascano, Cindy 

Colley, Linda 

P.O.Box 121390 
San Diego, CA 92112 
lcollev{3)san.rr.com 

September 11,2006 

October 11, 2006 

California Native 
Plant Society 
UCPG 

RTC-29 

RTC-32 

RTC-1 
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Letter 
No. 
9. 

Author 

Royle, James W. Jr. 

Address 

P.O. Box 81106 
San Diego, CA 92138-1106 

Date 

September 24, 2006 

Representing 

San Diego County 
Archaeological 
Society, Inc. 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-69 

M^^xw&tf^.^^ 10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 
23. 

24. 

25. 

Adaskin, Joan 

Agan, Sandy 

Aizuss, Robert 

Allemann, Amy 

Ardeleanu, Marius MD 

Arko, Sally 

Baily, Joe 
Barden, Stephane 
Bartindale, Rose 

Bassler, Sandy and Jim 

Bean, Allison 

Bender, Karen 

Bender, Paul 
Bendette, Al 

Berk, Meryl 

Blatlner, Marguerite 

4207 Camino Ticino 
San Diego, CA 92122 
1612 Shields Avenue 
Encinitas, CA 92024 
2957 Briand Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3214 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7948 Playmor Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92122 
6053 Carnegie Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
Bailevioseph(S).vahoo.com 
baoshivuan(a),hotmail.com 
3191 Carnegie Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3026 Award Row 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3844 Camino Lindo 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2879 Angell Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
pe bend erfofsan. rr.com 
5728 Honors Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5505 Slresemann Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7736 Camino Noguera 
San Diego, CA 92122 

September.27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

RTC-70 

RTC-73 

RTC-74 

RTC-75 

RTC-76 

RTC-77 

RTC-79 
RTC-80 
RTC-81 

RTC-82 

RTC-83 

RTC-84 

RTC-85 
RTC-86 

RTC-87 

RTC-88 

RTC-2 

http://rr.com
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Letter 
No. 
26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 
34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

Author 

Boals, Mary Anna 

Bolivar, Kim 

Bonnefous, Celine 

Bowles, Kathy 

Boyle, Pamela 

Breher, Joan and Bill 

Burch, Hallie 

Burch, Peter 
Covalt, Frank 

Cox, Erma 

Crevoshay, Fay 

Cronin, Ciaran 

Dang, Elle 

Day, E)ianne 

de Andrade, Marcio Ph.D. 

DeMaria-Penfield, 
Christine 
Desterhaft, Stephen W. 

Address 

7867 Camino Kiosco 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4070 Porte de Palmas #13 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4425 Via Sepulveda 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3142 Carnegie Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4120 Porte De Merano #79 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3295 Welmer Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2667 Angell Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
DDCteri^san.rr.com 
581 ITulane Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5062 Mt. Gaywas Drive 
San Diego, CA 92117 
6045 Tulane Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3176 Bunche Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3466 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
10010 North Torrey Pines Road 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
3431 Villanova Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2739 Curie Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3063 Fried Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27. 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 . 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self -

Page Number of 
Letter 
RTC-90 

RTC-91 

RTC-92 

RTC-93 

RTC-94 

RTC-95 

RTC-96 

RTC-97 
RTC-98 

RTC-99 

. RTC-100 

RTC-101 

RTC-102 

RTC-103 

RTC-104 

RTC-105 

RTC-106 

RTC-3 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Letter 
No. 
43. 
44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 
57. 
58. 

59. 
60. 

Author 

Dougherty, Drew 
Duggan, Charlie Faye 

Eisen, Jon 

Engel, Margaret 

Evans, Alice Pearl 

Evans, John Lee 

Finch, James D. 

Fisher, Lelsey 

Floyd, Ronald A. 

Forgey, Larry and Gail 

Forman, Jack 

Foster, Steve and Susan 

Foster, Susan 

Friedman, Edward 
Fuentcs, Leah 
Fuhrman, Randy 

Gator, Wally 
Gcyerman, Cheryl 

Address 

drewfoHeadershiDdna.com 
5562 Renaissance Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3275 Welmer Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4451 Huggins Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4235 Porte de Palmas #182 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5371 Bragg Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7874 Camino Glorita 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5353 Blothe Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5640 Lord Cecil Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3577 Wellesly Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4165 Porte de Palmas, #195 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3190 Mercer Lane 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3190 Mercer Lane 
San Diego, CA 92122 
e friedm an f%n sn.com 
Martianeirl05ffl).vahoo.com 
2645 Gobat Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
boxersbreathC^yahoo.com 
5520 Soderblom Court 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 
September 26, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

Representing 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 
Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-107 
RTC-108 

RTC-109 

. RTC-110 

RTC-111 

RTC-112 

R T C - m 

RTC-114 

RTC-115 

RTC-117 

RTC-118 

RTC-U9 

RTC-120 

RTC-121 
RTC-122 
RTC-123 

RTC-125 
RTC-126 

RTC-4 
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Letter 
No. 
61. 

62. 

63. 
64. 

65. 

' 66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 
70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 
74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

Author 

Geyerman, Larry 

Giffen, Connie and Allen 

Grevich, Justin James 
Hale, Nina 

Hale, Tom 

Halevy, S 

Hamel, Alan 

Harris, Christine 

Hassler, Brian 
Hauck Lane and Marilyn 
Wong Luke, Ahlin 
Heinz, Heather and Sven 

Heinz, Dr. Sven 

Anonymous 
Hens haw, Phil and 
Barbara 
Hiatt, Richard 

Horn, Greg 

Huckabec, Phyllis 

Address 

5920 Scripps Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5434 Bothe Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
ierevichfalemail.com 
5372 Bragg Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5372 Bragg Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
6246 Ohm Court 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2933 Gobat Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3521 Stetson Avenue 
San, Diego, CA 92122 
hasslebcfoli uno.com 
5346 Bragg Street 
San Diego, CA 92122-4102 
7853 Camino Tranquilo 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7853 Camino Tranaquilo 
San Diego, CA 92122 

bhenshawfaisan.rr.com 

8515 Costa Verde Boulevard, 
#1410 
San Diego, CA 92122 
6308 Bunche Way 
San Diego, CA 92122 
P.O. Box 22159 
San Diego, CA 92192 

Date 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-127 

RTC-128 

RTC-129 
RTC-130 

RTC-132 

RTC-134 

RTC-135 

RTC-136 

RTC-137 
RTC-138 

RTC-139 

RTC-140 

RTC-141 
RTC-142 

RTC-143 

RTC-144 

RTC-145 

RTC-5 

http://uno.com
http://bhenshawfaisan.rr.com


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Letter 
No. 
78. 

79. 
80. 
81. 

82. 

83. 
84. 
85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 
89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

Author 

Jacobson, Scott 

Jessup, Amos 
Jessup, Daly 
Jones, Donna D. 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter 
& Hamilton LLP 
Kacev, Les 

Katzer, David 
Keeler, David and Phyliss 
Kilma, Mary Ann 

Koshi, Michael 

Knight, Deborah 

Kurtz, Linda 
LaMarche, Jeffrey 

Landau, Judith 

Langan, Alisa 

Langan, Patricia 

Langan, Patrick 

Larsen, Richard M 

Lawrance, Marjorie G. 

Address 

2930 Briand Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
amosfol.san. rr.com 
JessunfSlsan. rr.com 
501 West Broadway, l^" Floor ' 
San Diego, CA 92101-3598 

3242 Lahitte Ct. 
San Diego, CA 92122 
Drdekav2(3),aoI.com 
dokeelenolhotmail.com 
5672 Carnegie Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3928 Camino Calma 
San Diego, CA 92122 
6840 Fisk Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
Ikurtzfa).san.rr.com 
8186 Regents Road, Apt. 204 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5989 Agee Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2523 Quidde Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2523 Quidde Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2523 Quidde Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3863 Camino Lindo 
San Diego, CA 92122 , 
5917 Agee Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27,2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27. 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Regency Centers 
(Costa Verde 
Shopping Center) 
Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-146 

RTC-147 
- RTC-148 

RTC-150 

RTC-152 

RTC-153 
RTC-154 
RTC-155 

RTC-156 

RTC-157 

RTC-164 
RTC-165 

RTC-166 

RTC-167 

RTC-168 

RTC-169 

RTC-170 

RTC-171 

RTC-6 
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Letter 
No. 
96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 
103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 
109. 

110. 

111. 

112. 

Author 

Leavenworth, Michael 

Leland, David 

Lijphart, Arend 

Lira, Carmen 

Lolly, Michele 

Lynch, David 

Martine, Dianne 
Mazur, Chris 

McDaniel, David and Joni 

McKnight, Mimi 

Mered, Nora 

Miner, Angela 

Morley, Annie 
Morrison, Robert F., PhD 

Morrison-Velasco, Sharon 
Ph.D. 
Norden, Hans 

Norkus, Dorothy A. 

Address 

7942 Playmor Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92122 • 
8867 Villa La Jolla Drive, Apt. 30 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
4276 Caminito Terviso 
San Diego, CA 92122-1971 
6188 Agee Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3145 Galloway Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2620 San Clemente Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92122 
martinesfalsan. rr.com 
767 Bellevue Place 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
3346 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA'92122 
3172 Carnegie Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3942 Camino Calma 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4572 Pauling Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
amiiefftiamorlevdesiun.com 
6137 Syracuse Way 
San Diego, CA 92122-3328 
2501 Angell Avenue 
San Diego, CA.92122 
3831 Camino Lindo 
San Diego, CA 92122 
8076 Camino Huerta 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self . 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-172 

RTC-173 

RTC-174 

RTC-175 

RTC-176 

RTC-177 

RTC-178 
RTC-179 

RTC-180 

RTC-181 

RTC-182 

RTC-184 

RTC-185 
RTC-186 

RTC-187 

RTC-188 

• RTC-189 

RTC-7 
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Letter 
No. 
113. 

114. 
115. 

116. 

117. 

118. 

119. 

120. 
121. 
122. 

123. 
124. 
125. 

126. 

127. 

128. 

129. 
130. 
131. 
132. 

Author 

Olivera, Martin 

Orr, Carol 
Pak, Maria 

Parks, Dr. Paul B. 

Pashler,Hal 

Patterson, Noah 

Petrie, Thomas W. 

Piercy, Susan 
Pippen, Nacilee 
Ramos, Khara 

Reardon, Ellen 
Reiger, Ed 
Remillard, Tom 

Riffenburgh, Gerrye 

Riffenburgh, Robert 

Rose, Dave 

Rosenbcr, M.C 
Salim2nd(a).aol.com 
Sakaria, David 
Sathyadcv, Allan 

Address 

3707 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
ConTfaisan.rr.com 
3105 Ducommun Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4126 Camino Ticino 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3521 Stetson Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 ' 
4095 Rosenda Court, Unit 252 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7934 Caminito Dia, #1 
San Diego, CA 92122 
soiercvf^sbcRlobaLnet 
Nancv.m.DiDPenfoisaic.com 
8186 Regents Road, Apt. 204 
San Diego, CA 92122 
Emreardonlfa),vahoo.com 
ereicer(S),san.rr.com 
3255 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3069 Award Row 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3069 Award Row 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4155 Porte de Merano, Unit 123 
San Diego, CA 92122 
ceceptrifaJhotmail.com 
Salim2ndfa',aol.com 
dsarkaria(a),semnra.com 
2545 San Clemente Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 
Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-190 

RTC-191 
RTC-192 

RTC-193 

RTC-194 

RTC-195 

RTC-196 

RTC-198 
RTC-I99 
RTC-200 

RTC-20 i 
RTC-202 
RTC-203 

RTC-204 

RTC-206 

RTC-207 

RTC-208 
RTC-209 
RTC-211 
RTC-212 

RTC-8 

http://ConTfaisan.rr.com
http://ceceptrifaJhotmail.com


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Letter 
No. 
133. 

134. 

135. 

136. 
137. 

138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

142. 

143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 
148. 

149. 

Author 

Saxon, Fred 

Schmeding, Ellen 

Scully, Kathleen 

Seller, Chris 
Shtein, Debbie 

Sibley, Peter 

Sickels, Betsy 

Sickels, Bob 

Steinberg, Pamela 

Streichler, Jerry 

Swanson, Lee 

Thor, Dr. Gautam 

Ulrich, Kimberlcy M. 

van dcr Gerr, Peter 

Villone, Dianne 
Vincent, Paul 

Warren-Tippets, Judy 

Address 

P.O. Box 22453 
San Diego, CA 92912 
2625 Curie Place 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5503 Dalen Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
airolavfoihotmaif.com 
3390 Wellesly Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
2951 Curie Street 
San Diego, CA 92123 
3173 Occidental Street 
San Diego, CA-92122 
3173 Occidental Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4185 Porte de Merano, #155 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4007 Porte de Palmas, #66 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5520 Soderblom Court 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3861 Camino Lindo, 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3031 Award Row 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5500 Campanile Drive, MC 1030 
San Diego, CA 92182-1030 
villonedfSisan.rr.com 
2442 Soledad Court 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
5850 Soledad Mountain Road 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Date 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-213 

RTC-214 

RTC-215 

RTC-216 
RTC-217 

RTC-218 

RTC-219 

RTC-220 

RTC-221 

RTC-223 

RTC-224 

RTC-225 

RTC-226 

RTC-227 

RTC-228 
RTC-229 

RTC-230 

RTC-9 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Letter 
No. 
150. 

151. 

152. 

153. 

154. 

155. 

156. 

157. 

158. 

159. 
160. 

161. 

162. 

163. 

164. 
165. 

.166. 

167. 

Author 

Webber, Marie T. and 
Stephen E. 
Weber, Dr. Christoph 

Wegman, Thomas J. 

Wiley, Sandra 

Williams, Katherine 

Wilson, Dale 

Wolf, Jeff 

Wolfe, Mary Anne 

Wong, R 

Woo, Mary K. 
Woodworth, Mark 

Worksham, Milo 

Worcester, Peter 

Wylan, Andrea 

Yates, Dorit 
Zabrocki, Alan 
Zinser, Cheri 

Zirino, Barbara 

Address 

3531 Millikin Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
5957 Erlanger Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3403 Tony Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 
3195 Galloway Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7833 Camino Glorita 
San Diego, CA 92122 
9225 Dowdy Drive, Suite 111 
San Diego, CA 92126 
2965 Fried Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4265 Caminito Cassis 
San Diego, CA 92122-1978 
3202 Governor Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 
mwoofolsan.rr.com 
6283 Buisson Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4571 Robbins Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4624 Robbins Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
7791 Camino Glorita 
San Diego, CA 92122 
doritvatesfa?umail.com 
azabrockifaisan. rr.com 
3385 Willard Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 
4261 Karensue Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Date 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

September 26, 2006 

September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 
September 27, 2006 

September 27, 2006 

Representing 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

American Cafe 
LLC, (Trophy's) 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 

Self 
Self 
Self 

Self 

Page Number of 
Letter 

RTC-231 

RTC-232 

RTC-233 

RTC-234 

RTC-235 

RTC-236 

RTC-238 

RTC-239 

RTC-240 

RTC-241 
RTC-242 

RTC-243 

RTC-244 

RTC-245 

RTC-246 
RTC-247 
RTC-248 

RTC-249 

RTC-10 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The Draft EIR for the Monte Verde project was circulated for public review and comment between August 14, 2006 and September 27, 2006. Tlie 
following persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR after the close of public review and no response is required. However, a copy of each 
comment letter is shown and responses are provided. 

Letter 
No. 

Author Address Date Representing Page Number of 
Letter 

^ ^ r i i f ^ ^ ^ • r r * * " * . ' * 

168. Bhargava, Valmik PhD 2757 Schenley Terrace 
San Diego, CA 92122 

September 28, 2006 Self RTC-250 

169. Bryan, John 6265 Hurd Court 
San Diego, CA 92122 

September 28, 2006 Self RTC-251 

170. Duffy, Michael G. 4120 Porte de Merano, #85 
San Diego, CA 92122 

September 28, 2006 Self RTC-252 

171 Ganus. Walter and Louise wuanusfatsan. rr.com September 28, 2006 Self RTC-253 
172. Kruger, Janay 4660 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite 

1080 
San Diego, CA 92122 

October 12,2007 La Jolla Village 
Square 
Community 
Association 

RTC-254 

173. Mandelin, Dorothy 5314 Bloch Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 

September 29 Self RTC-257 

174. Parker, Jacqueline L. 4185 Porte de Merano, Unit #153 
San Diego, CA 92122-1946 

September 29, 2006 Self RTC-259 

175. 
176. 

Pew, Tom tnewfajguhsd.net September 29, 2006 Self 
Runk, Malia 6234 Mercer Street 

San Diego, CA 92122 
October 1,2006 Self 

RTC-261 
RTC-263 

177. Slruthers, Jeff and Eileen 5854 Carnegie Street 
San Diego, CA 92122 

October 3, 2006 Self RTC-264 

RTC-I1 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1.1 

1.2 

OMITBD STATSfl XWUNH CORPS 
HArtlKS COMS MR STRTICM MIUMMI 

i 7 . O . lOX tBIOOl 
| MM DIKM CK K U t - a O f l l 

1 1 1 0 3 
CP61,/PN S S « 1 
S e p t e i r b e r 3 2 , 300G 

MR. B . SHaAREB-NOUYSH I 
CITY OF SAN DIBOO , 
DSVELOPMENT BBRVICES CEWIBR 
1223 7 I R S T AVENUE MS 5 0 1 
SAN DIBOO CA 9 3 1 0 1 . | 

D e a r M r . S h e a r s r - H g u y s n j i 

RKi UNIVERSITY COKMUNI^f PIAH AMENDKEHTj MONTE VERDB PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, JOB ORDER NUMBER 4 3 0 9 3 8 , PM £ 5 6 3 

T h l B i o i n r a o p o n n o t o P u b l i c M o t l o * o f a D r a f t E n v i r o n n e n t a l 
I m p a c t R e p o r t a d d r B B s l r p M o n t e V « r d « w i t h i n t h e U n l v e r i l t y 
C o m m u n i t y P l a n n i n g a r e a . 

Tha p r o p o s e d s i t e i s c o n C a l n « d w i t h i n t h e 'MCAS K l r a m a r AICUZ 
S t u d j - A r e a " I d e n t l ' l a d An t h e 3 0 0 5 A i r I n s c a l l a t l o n e C o m p a t i b l e 
U e e Z o n e s ( A I C U Z ) u p d a t j e f o r M a r i n e C o r p e A i r fieaclon (MCAS) 
M i r a m a r . T h i s a r e a w i l l b e a f f e c t e d b y o p e r a c i o n s o f m i l i t a r y 
f i x e d a n d r o t a r y - w i n g a j i r c r a f t t r a n a l t l n g t o a n d f r o m MCAS 
M i r a m a r . T h e p r o j e c t l a l o c a t e d o u t a t d e t h o a d o p t e d 2004 A i r p o r t 
L a n d U s e C o m p a t a b i l i t y P l a n . (ALUCP) a n d p r o j e c t e d MCAS M i r a m a r 
AICUZ ( 2 0 0 5 ) 6 0 - 6 5 dfl d o m m u n i t y M o l e * E q u i v a l e n t L e v e l (OTBL) 
n o i s e c o n t o u r s , b u t w i t h i n F e d e r a l A v i a t i o n H e g u l a t i o m (FAR) 
P a r t 77 a i r s p a c e s u r f a c e b o u n d a r l a o f o r MCAS M i r a m a r . 

T h i s l o c a t i o n w i l l e x p e r i e n c e n o i s e . l i r p a c t e f r o m Che S e a w o l f 
D e p a r t u r e s a n d G r o u n d C o n t r o l l e d A p p r o a c h (OCA) Box P a t t e r n 
F l i g h t C o r r i d o r s f o r f i K e d - w l n g o p e r a t l o n a . A d d i t i o n a l l y , t h o 
s i t e w i l l e x p e r i e n c e ' n a i s e i m p a c t s f r o m t h e B e a c h , F a i r w a y g a n d 
a c A B o x P a t t e r n F l i g h t C o r r i d o r o f o r h e l i c o p t e r o p e r a t i o n s . 

O c c u p a n t s w i l l r o u t i n e l j y 
e x p e r i e n c e v a r y i n g d e g x 
we a r e r e c o r n m a n d i n g f u 
Co a l l I n i t i a l a n d s u b q a q u 
p o t e n t i a l o c c u p a n t s • 

il 

Due Co th© strategic 
Che proposed structure' 
(FAA) will need to co: 
decermlne if military 

aee and hear military aircraft and 
ees of noise and vibration. Consequently, 
dlsclosura of noise and vleual Impacts 
ent purchasers, lesseea, or other 

proximity bo MCAS Miramar and the height of 
the Federal Aviation Admlniaczation 
t an obstruction evaluation study to 

Slight operations will be impacted. The 

1.1 Commciit noted. The applicant would provide a disclosure to 
future occupants that noise and vibration impacts may occur 
due lo the proximity to MCAS Miramar. If the units are for-sale 
condominiums, the disclosure would be in the DRE subdivision 
report disclosures, and if the units are for-rent apartments, il would 
be disclosed in the lease agreement. 

1.2 The applicant has submitted a Form 7460-1 for each building. The 
applicant would comply with the conditions ofthe FAA findings. 

RTC-12 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1.2 

Cont. 

1.3 

1 H 0 3 
CP6L/PN 6563 
September 22 , aoos 

i n i t i a t i o n of t h e s tudy re<]ulres the complet ion and s u b m i t t a l of 
a N o t i c e of Propoaed Cone t ruc t i oP o r A l t e r a t i o n (Form 7460-1) t o 
Che FAA ObaCruct lon E v a l u a t i o n / A i r p o r t Air* pa no Analysl 'e (OE/AAA) 
o f f i c e . Any Buba*<iuent changes t o Che I d e n t l E t e d cons t rucCion 
he lghc l lTnicat lonB should be re-examined by Che OB/AAA o f f i c e , 
and a Form 74GD-3 w i l l need t o be aubcniccad Co n o t i f y t h e 
a p p r o p r i a t e a g e n c l e e and reach formal r e e o l u c i o n fo r c o n f l i c t s a t 
t h a t t ime . 

I n November 3005, Community P lans t L i a i son (CPCL) acaf f r e c e i v e d 
c o p l e a of FAA f i n d i n g s from t h e p r o j e c t proponent fo r each of t h e 
four p roposed r a e l d e n c l a l s t r u c t u r e s . Each s tudy i n d i c a t e d t h a t 
Che e t r u c t u r e s d i d not exoeed o b s t r u c t i o n a t e n d a r d s and would no t 
be a h a z a r d t o a i r n a v i g a t i o n i f t h e fo l lowing c o n d i t i o n s ware 
meC i . 

1) Bach s t r u c t u r e I s marked and /o r l i g h t e d i n accordance w i th 
FAA Advisory C l r e u l a r 70/7460-1 70/7460-1K, O b s t r u c t i o n 
Marking and L i g h t i n g , r ed l i g h t s - Chapte rs 4 , 5 (Red), and 
13 . 

3) Form 7460-2 , Pa r t I be submi t ted t o tha FAA 10 days p r i o r 
t o Che s t a r t of consCrucfcion. 

3) Form 7450-3 , P a r t I I be submi t ted t o t h e FAA w i t h i n S days 
a f t e r Cha c o n s t r u c C i o n reacbaa i t s g r e a t e s t h e i g h t . 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , marking and l i g h t i n g were d e t e n n i n e d no t t o be 
n e c e s s a r y , but i f done on a v o l u n t a r y b a e i s , Chat i t be i n s t a l l e d 
and m a i n t a i n e d i n accordance wi th FAA Advisory C i r c u l a r 70/7460-1 
70 /7460- lK . CFfrL s t a f f would s t r o n g l y urge t h e p r o j e c t p roponen t 
t o mark and l i g h t a l l s t r u o t u r a a t h a t exceed t h e MCAS Klracnar 
Ou te r H o r i z o n t a l Sur face (9TB Feet AMSL] for t h e p r o t e c t i o n of 
m i l i t a r y p i l o t s t h a t use t h i s a i r s p a c e for t r a i n i n g purposes 
d u r i n g day and n i g h t t i n e o p e r a t i o n s . 

I f Che p r o j e c t p roponen t w i l l adopt the FAA l i g h t i n g c o n d i t i o n s 
a n d . s u b m i t t h e r e q u e s t e d paperwork BB i n d i c a t e d , t h e p r o j e c t w i l l 
be c o n s i d e r e d c o n s i e t e n t w i th MCAS Miramar AICUZ g u i d e l i n e s , 

Normal hours of o p e r a t i o n a t MCAS Miramar a r e as fo l lows i 

Monday t h r o u g h Thursday 7i00 a.m. t o 12i00 midn igh t 
F r i d a y 7i0D a.m. t o 6i00 p.m. 
S a t u r d a y , Sunday, Ho l idays ' 8 s00 a.m. t o 6i00 p.m. 

MCAS Miramar l a a mas te r a i r e t a t i o n , and as euch, can o p e r a t e 24 
h o u r s p e r day, 7 days p e r weak. F i s c a l and manpower c o n s t r a i n t s , 
a s w e l l a s e f f o r t s t o r e d u c e t h e n o i s e impacto of o u r o p e r a t i o n s 

1.3 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Con 
1 ? 

11103 
CFbL/PN 6S61 
September 22, 3006 

on Cha s u r r o u n d i n g community, impose t h e above hours of 
oporaClon . C l rcumatences f r e q u e n t l y a r i s e which r e q u i r e an 
e jc tens ion of t h e s e o p e r a t i n g h o u r s . 

Thank you f o r t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o review t h i s l and use p r o p o s a l . 
I f we may be of any f u r t h e r a s s i s t a n c e , p l e a a e ' o o n t a o t Hr. Juan 
L ias a t (858) 377-5803 . 

Community Plans and L i a i s o n O f f i c e r 
By d i r e c t i o n of Che Cotmandlng 
O f f i c e r 

RTC-14 



• I 

o ^ ^ 
Ltnttt S. M a n ! 

Gtadnylbi 

August 16. 

COMMENTS 

zfcs^ 

Department of Toxic Substances Control R S B B 

Maursan F. Oor»»n, Dlrador ^ O f l ^ 
S7W Corporate Avanuo AmoM Sc f twKnnwi 

Cypresi, CtfHomfB 00630 . Oownot 

2006 

Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Envlronmontal Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue. MS 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE MONTE VERPE (AKA COSTA 
VERDE) PROJECT NO. 6563 (SCHfl 2003091106) 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The Department of Toxic SubelanceE Control (DTSC) has received a draft EIR tor the 

above-menlloned projecl. DTSC conwnanted on the pfevlously received Notice of 
Preparatior (NOP) on August 8, 2005. 

After reviewing the EIR, it appears that the DTSC'a comments have not been I 
addressed 

2.1 

2.2 

D 

2) 

DTSC has provided comments aa follows: 

The EIR should Identify the mechanism lo initiate any required 
Investigation and/or remedietion for any site that may bo contaminated 
or should a release occur, and the government agency to provide 
appropriate regulatory oversight. If It Is detennined hazardous materials 
or wastes have been used/stored al the eKa, further studies should be 
carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the contamination, and 
the potential threat to public health and/or the environment should be 
evaluated. It may be necessary to detemiine if an expedited response 
action Is required to reduce existing or potential threats to public health 
or the environment If no Immediate threat exists, the final remedy should 
be Implemented in compliance with stale regulations and policies. 

All environmental Investigations, sampling and/or remediation should be 
conducted under a Worfcplan approved and overseen by a regulatory 
agency that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous waste cleanup. The 
findings and sampling results from the subsequent report should be dearly 
summarized In the EIR. Proper investlgaUon, sampling and remedial 

0 PtdilM on RtSytM Papsr 

' 

2.1 

2.2 

RESPONSES 

Based on a L im i ted Environmental Assessment ( L E A ) report regarding 

the site, prepared by Geocon Consultants, Inc. (Geocon) and dated 

November 3, 2006, properties o f potential environmental concern were 

not identif ied w i th in or in p rox imi ty to the site. In addi t ion, no releases 

o f hazardous substances and/or wastes arc anticipated to occur dur ing 

the construction o f t h e proposed project. Therefore, investigation and/or 

remediat ion activit ies on the site are needed. A copy o f the L E A dated 

November 2006 is on file w i t h the Environmental Analys is Section o f 

the Ci ty o f San Diego. 

Based on the findings o f the November 2006 L E A report, properties 

o f potential environmental concern were not identif ied w i th in or in 

prox imi ty to the site. Therefore, no environmental investigations. 

sampl ing, and/or remediat ion activi t ies are warranted at the site at this 

t ime. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

2.2 
Cont. 

2.3 

2.4 

Ma. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
August 17, 2006 
Page 2 

aolione. If necesaary, should also ba conducted at the site prior to the new 
development or any conslrjctlon, and overseen by a regulatory agency. 

3) Tha EIR should Identify any Known or potentially contaminate^ sites within 
the proposed Project area. For al) identified sites, the EIR should evaluate 
whether conditions at the site may pose a threat to human health or the 
environment. A Phase I Assessment may be BUfftcient to identify these 
sites. Following are the databases of some of the regulatory agendas: 

• National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). 

• Site Mitigation Program Property Databasa {formerty CalSites); A Database 
primarily used by Ihe California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

• Resource Coneervallon and Recovery Infonnation System (RCRIS): A 
database of RCRA facilities that Is maintained by U.S. EPA. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response Compenaation and Liability 
Information System (CERCLIS); A database of CERCLA sites that Is 
maintained by U.S.EPA. 

. Solid Waste information System (SWIS): A database provided by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both 
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer 
stations. 

• Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) / Spills. Leaks, Investigations 
and Cleanups (SUC): A list that is maintained by Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards. 

> Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup 
sites and leaking underground storage tanks. 

• The United Stales Army Corps of Engineers, 911 WHshire Boulevard, 
Los Angeles, California. 90017, (213) 4E2-3B08. maintains a list of Formerly 
Used Defense Sites (FUD5). 

4) If any property adjacent lo the project site Is contaminated with hazardous 
chemicals, and If the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a 
contaminated site, then the proposed development may fall within the 
'Border Zone of a Contaminated Property.' Appropriate precautions 
should be taken prior to construction If the proposed project Is within a 
'Border Zone Property." -\ 

2.3 

2.4 

As a part ofthe November 2006 LEA report, the databases referenced in 
this comment, as well as other databases, were reviewed, and properties 
of potential environmental concern were not identified within or in 
proximity to the site. 

As defined in Sections 25117.4 and 25221 ofthe California Health 
and Safely Code, a "border zone-' property is a property that is located 
within 2,000 feet of land that has been used for significant disposal of 
hazardous waste and the wastes so located are a significant existing 
or potential hazard to present or future public health or safety on the 
land in question. Based on the LEA report, properties where releases 
of hazardous substances have occurred are located within 2,000 feet 
ofthe site. However, based on the nature ofthe releases, the distances 
ofthe properties from the site, the direction of groundwater flow, and 
the medium affected (soil), there is little likelihood that these releases 
present an environmental concern to the site. 
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Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
August 17,2006 
Pages 

2.5 

2.6 

2.7 

2.8 

2.9 

2.10 

2.11 

5) If building structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas or other 
structures are planned to be demolished, an investigation as proposed 
should to be conducted for tha presence of lead-based paints or products, 
mercury and asbestos containing materials (ACMs). If lead-based paints 
or products, mercury or ACMs are Identified, proper precautions should be 
taken during demolition aclMlies. Additionally, the contaminants should 
be remediated In compliance with CaJifomla environmental regulations, 
policies, and laws. 

6) The project constmction may require soli excavation and soil filling In 
certain areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of (he 
excavated soil. If the soil Is contaminated, property dispose of It rather 
than placing it in another location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) 
may be applicable to these soils. Also, If the project proposes to import 
soil to backfill the areas excavated, proper sampling should ba conducted 
to make sure that the imported soil is free of contamination. 

7) If It is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety 
Code, OIviBion 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control 
Regulations [CalKomia Code of Regulations, Title 22. Division 4.5). 

8) Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization 
from the local Certifled Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information 
about the requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting 
your local CUPA. 

9) . If the project plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain or 
surface water. It may be necessary to obtain an NPDES permit from the 
overseeing Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

10) If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater 
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should 
cease and appropriate health and safety procedures should be 
Implemented. If It Is determined that contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater exist, the EtR should Identify how any required investigation 
and/or remediation will be conducted, and the appropriate government 
agency lo provide regulatory oversight. 

11) If the site was and/or Is used for agricultural activities, onsite soils may 
contain pesticide, herbicides and agricultural chemical residue. Proper 
investigation and remedial actions, if necessary, should be conducted at 
tha site prior to constmction of the project 

2.5 The project would not involve demolition of buildings or other structures 
on the site. Therefore, there is a low likelihood that mercury-containing 
equipment (commonly used in thermostats and exit signs in interior 
portions of buildings) would be encountered during the proposed 
construction project. If, during future excavation activities, underground 
pipelines arc discovered that may be asbestos-containing, these pipelines 
would be sampled for the presence of asbestos prior lo disturbing the 
pipelines. Finally, painted surfaces, such as striping on concrete or 
asphalt pavement, are only likely to be lead-containing if the paint was 
applied prior to 1979 (lead-based paint was banned in 1978). Since the 
improvements on the site (i.e., paved surfaces) were completed sometime 
after 1980, there is little likelihood that lead-based paint is present al the 
site. 

2.6 The project would involve some soil excavation in the course of 
constructing foundations and subterranean parking garages. However, 
based on the findings ofthe LEA report, properties of potential 
environmental concern were not identified within or in proximity to the 
site. Therefore, soil sampling activities would not be warranted prior to 
excavation ofthe on-site soils. It is not anticipated that tlie projecl would 
require importing soils from off-site. 

2.7 It is nol anticipated that the proposed project would generate hazardous 
wastes. 

2.8 It is not anticipated that the proposed project would generate hazardous 
wastes, therefore hazardous waste treatment would not be necessary. 

2.9 It is not anticipated that the project would require discharging wastewater 
into a storm drain or surface water. Therefore, it would nol be necessary 
to obtain an NPDES permit. 

2.10 In the event that undocumented areas of contamination are suspected 
or encountered during future development activilies, work would 
be discontinued until appropriate health and safety procedures are 
implemented. A contingency plan would be prepared lo address 
contractor procedures for such an event, to minimize the potential for 
costly construction delays. In addition, either Ihe San Diego County 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) or the California Regional 
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2.11 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), depending on the nalure of 
Ihe contamination, would be notified regarding the contamination. 
Each agency and program within the respective agency has its own 
mechanism for initiating an investigation. The appropriate program 
(e.g., the DEH Local Oversight Program for tank release cases, the DEH 
Voluntary Assistance Program for non-tank release cases, the RWQCB 
for non-lank cases involving groundwater contamination) would be 
selected based on the nature ofthe contamination identified. Any 
contamination remediation and removal activities would be conducted 
in accordance with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory 
guidelines, under the oversight of the appropriate regulator)' agency. 

Based on the findings of Ihe LEA. the site is not currently and has 
not historically been used for agricultural activilies. Therefore, 
investigation ofthe site soils for the presence of agricultural chemical 
residues would not be neccssarv. 
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Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
August 17. 2006 
Page 4 

Please ensure that tha above comments aro addressed In the EIR. If you have any 
questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Joseph Kaslowski, Project Manager, 
by phone at (714) 464-5471, or by e-mail at jkaslowski@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Holmes 
Unit Chief 
Southern California Cleanup Operalions Branch - Cypress Olfice 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
Stele Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

Guenther W. Moskal, Chief 
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramsnlo. California 95812-0806 

CEQA# 1489 

RTC-19 

mailto:jkaslowski@dtsc.ca.gov


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

IT ATE OF CALIFORWA ARMOLD SCWWnzENeOQER, Smtmr 

PUBLIC UTILrriES COMMISSION 
m wnr fl*1 »t*nT. M T I n 
LCH*W)lH*.f « < • 

Stpterabw 26, 2006 

3.1 

3.2 

F. Shearet-Nguyen 
City of San Diego 
1222 FiretAvcnue. MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear F. Sb«rer-Nguyen: 

Re: SCH#200309U06; Monle Vtrdo 

Ai the state agency responsibie for rail safely within California, we recommend (hat any 
development projccti planned adjacent to or neat the North County Transit Diitrict right-of-way 
be planned with (be safety ofthe rail corridor in mind. New developmehU may increase traffic 
volumes not only on streeti and at Intetsectlons. but also at at-grade highway-nil croasinga. This 
includes considering pedestrian circulation patlems/deitinatlons with respect to railroad right-of-
way. 

Safely factors to consider include, but are nol limited to, the planning for grade Eepatations for 
major thoroughfares, unptovetnents to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in 
trnfHc volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railioad right-of-
way. 

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the 
new development. Working with Commission auffeaity in the conceptual design phase will help 
improve the safety to motoristi and pedestrians. 

Please advise us on the status ofthe project If you have any questions in this matter, please contact 
me at f2l3> 576-7078 or at twnffllcpuc.ca.ttov. 

RisffMunOlTPB 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Consumer Protection A Safety-Division 

C: Richaid Walker. NCTD 

3.1 Installation ofthe sewer line beneath the tracks used by NCTD would 
be specifically engineered to maintain the integrity ofthe tracks. In 
addition, the sewer line would not generate any traffic which would 
affect any existing railroad crossings. 

3.2 Please sec response to comment 3.1. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
D l n r i c l l l ' 4050 TaylM S B t e i ' M , i . i « 
SB.D(tio.CA H I 10 
PHQNE ( ( l » ) * l l < 9 M 
FAX l6]9 i t» -4299 

September 27,2006 

Ma. Elizabeth Shetrcr-Nguytn 
City of San Diego - Planning Dept 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

i t mvfr qprinr/ 

4.1 

4.2 

U-SD-M5 
PM 28.49 

RE: Monte Verde-Draft 1L1R fSCH 101131)911061 

To Ml. Sheater-Nguyen: 

The Colifonua Department of Tmnsportatbn (Caltrma) appreoiate* the opportunity to review 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) tot the proposed Monte Verde project, 
involving constmcti oo of fins residential condotnlnium towen with 800 tesidential units on 
4.77 urea between IntentBta 5 (1-5) and SOS (1-805) al the Intmection of Genew* Avenue 
and La Jolla Village Drive in the City of San Diego.' We have the following oommeati. 

According to (he EIR, this propoaed development will produce approximately 4,800 Average 
Daily Tripi (ADT). Tbii added bmfflo may potentially Impact ulttlng and future Hate 
transportation facilitict in the ana (e.g., 1-5, I-80S. SR-J2, and ufodated on- and off-
ramps). Unfortunately Coltrani never received (he revised Traffic Impact Analysii dated 
December 2004 by Kimley-Hom & Aasodtlea (KK&A) which fi refened to In Ihe EIR. 
Tbemfbre (t ll difficult to evaluate the oooduiloni and reconunendaHona put forth In the EIR 
document Al the vcty least, Caltrans would like to aee the projected trip dlitribution as well 
u peak hour traiBc volume! (wtiiUng and fltture) u well u pMk hour turning movement* at 
ibe Qeewiy ramp intenectioni. These Stale-owned aJgnalizad Inteneetion* (e.g, 1-3 / La 
Jolla Village Dr.) mutt be analyied ualns the Intenecting Lane Vehide (ILV) procedure 
from (he Caltrani Highway Dtsign Manual Topic 406, page 400-31 using the year 2030 
trafflc forecast (including project-generated mffio and oumulellve traffic fiom other 
developmenti In the area). 

Cumulative Impecta of a projecl, together with otiur related or nearby prujecta. muil be 
considered when detemdnlng a project's intpacts. A oumulttlve Impact Ii the sum of the 
Impacti of miiring oonditioni, other projects, and the projecl luelf- no matter how amall the 
contribution ll from the project itaelf. There ii no minimum lire limitation on projects that 
may be required to mitigate for cumulative impacti if a project contributes to a traffic 
problem tn any amount. Caltiwu supporti Ihe concept of "fair share" contributions for future 
improvement projeda and/or other mlttgatfon measures due to InfRo (mpaoli created by 

"C**n™» M p r m mmMlif m n a CdlAnM" 

4.1 The traffic study referenced in the comment was included as Appendix 
D to the DEIR, which was separately bound as Volume II. The traffic 
study was circulated with the DEIR to those who requested Appendices, 
and was available for public review upon request. At the commentcr's 
request, a copy ofthe traffic study was sent to Caltrans on November 8, 
2006. The traffic analysis in the DEIR was based on, and is consistent 
with, the traffic study. 

At the commenter's request, a traffic distribution and assignment exhibit 
is included as Attachment 1 to these responses lo comments. The exhibit 
shows traffic added to the freeway segments, ramps, and ramp termini 
(intersections) for the 800 dwelling unit project. This exhibit also shows 
the overall project distribution (from Figure 4-1 ofthe traffic study). 
As shown in the exhibit, the project sends fewer than 50 peak hour 
directional trips to Caltrans intersections and ramps. 

The commenter also requests that long-term modeling consider 
traffic levels forecast as of 2030. The traffic study was based on the 
SANDAG's Series 9 2020 traffic forecast model. This model contained 
all the traffic related to the plan amendment projects in the study area. 
Comparisons to the SANDAG's Scries 10 2030 traffic forecast model 
were made and results indicated in the volumes used for the project were 
similar. 
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4.2 A cumulative impact analysis was performed considering known 
projects, as listed on pages 6-1 through 6-4 ofthe DEIR. The Monte 
Verde project's traffic, along with that of other known cumulative 
projects, was evaluated in the cumulative traffic impact analysis. The 
analysis is based on a forecast of traffic conditions in 2020. 

The commenter notes that Caltrans supports fair-share contributions for 
future improvement projects lo mitigate a development project's impacts. 
The project's traffic study shows impacts at metered freeway on-ramps 
which would be partially mitigated by Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. As 
shown in Table 5.2-19, this mitigation includes a payment of $384,000 
towards improvement projects along 1-5. 
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4.2 
Cont. 

4.3 

Ma. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
September 27,3006 
Page 2 

development Potential improvement! may Include - but not be limited to — flituce 
interchange improvement proj ect i (e.g., 1-S / La Jolla Village Dr.) and/or other mitieation 
meaaurta, audi M widening existing runpa, ramp metering, modification to ramp lignala, 
and/or adding auxiliary lanea to I-S. Caltrani la currently developing the 1-3 North Coaat 
project In order (o incteasa capadly on Ihe I-S corridor through this area. 

Acoordiog to Ihe Draft EIR. as mitigation for traffic Impacts, the applicant / developer la 
proposing eoostruotion of a 1,000 foot eastbound (EB] right turn [RT] storage lane along 
Nobel Drive and contribution of 1384,000 toward* improvemenl project along 1-3. Lacking 
the revised TIA for review ai noted ahovn, Caltrans finds it hnpoatible it thii time to 
determine if this propoaed tnitigRtion mecti the aUndaid for "fair share." 

Caltrans approdstes the opportunity to review this development proposal. For qoestion* 
regarding the Department's comments, please contact Brent C McDonald al (619) 6SS-6319. 

' MARIO H. ORSO, Chief 
Development Review Btench 

BMcDooald Dev. Rvw. MS-240 
EOoJuangoo Frwy. Ops. MS-230 
SMorgan State ClearingHouac(SCH) 
A3ne*i* ftfA Atf-f J t 

•Ctlrtm **r r* i H W I V W V H eWJWWi -

4.3 As described in the previous two responses, no revisions to the TIA are 
considered necessary. The DEIR included an analysis of cumulative 
traffic conditions. The $384,000 fair share was calculated by multiplying 
the 384 daily project trips by the cost of $1,000 per trip. The DEIR 
acknowledges that the ramp meter mitigations do not fully mitigate the 
project's near-term impact as the contribution would be used for future 
improvements. 
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STATE OF C A L I F O R N I A 

Oovarnor's Office of Planning and ReBsarch 

State Clesiingbouaa and Planning Unit 
KroM B U m a m m l " 

Oovnor 

(3) 
^555" 
SB> WtIA 
Dlncnr 

5.1 

Septcnbci 2S. 2006 

E ShcMcr-Nniyen 
Cilyof SiuiDicjo 
1222FinlAvcnue.-MS.501 
Su iDi igo .CA?1101 

Subject MmHe Verde (»k« CotK Verde) 
SCHit: 2003091106 

D e n B. S \ a a a - H g a y a i : 

T te SUM Clevtn^iouia tubralttod DM tbovs aimed D I I H EIR to felecled «Ute »|enciei for n v i e * . On the 
(neloted Docuronf Dedlli Report p l e u t Dots ihit tht a m t i g b o i i w fau Hited the m n iieDCia Out 
nvww«d yaut dacameiit. The review period chued on Septembn 27. 200C, u r i Ihe coimttnti torn the 
rrtpondinj igeocy (lei) Ii (ue) encltned. If lUi comment pickige ii not morter , p leue mllfy the Slile 
Cleningbouii bmnedUtely, Pleiie i r fn (a tho pioject'i tun-dijit State Cleufoeboms mimber in ftuure 
comipoodeoce to IhU we may retpond pnmfidy. 

P leue note thif Section 21104(cJ of Ihe Cilifottii« Public ReMiireM Codo ittlei that: 

"A laiponiitib or o d m poblk igeDcy ihill only trake eubtlutlvt coinmeDll ngud ing thois 
icrtyiBci involved b i i project which u e wifliin in arci of expertin of the agency or which u e 
required to be euried oul or ipprovwl by die igeKy. Thate commtnd ibill b* tupported by 
tpedSc documenlilian,' ' 

Thcie comnBnn ire farwudcd fm aie to ptepuing your finil environmmal docuneat Should you need -
room lafomntlon or clulOcitiaa of the eacloied conmeati, we reconroend Uul y m conucl the 
eommeuting i joney directly. 

TTui letter idtnowlsdgM Uut you hive ean^ l iH wift Ui( Srtto CIcirliighDUie review n q d m n e n t i for dnfl 
enviroamentit docunwali, p u n u u l to Ihe CililbraiM EnvinramBinl Quillty Act Pleiie tonttct the Stale 
Qe t r inghnue U {916) 4454413 Uyau Uvc tny quttfjom r tgi tdlnj Ihe c u i b u ^ n t a u l review proceii. 

Sintereiy, 

Teny RoWrU 
DcBCtoi. SUU CloringbouH 

Encloiurei 
ec: Hceounei Agency 

HODTKHTHBTRRBT ?,0.BOX >0M flACSAMKNTO, OAUFOllNU Hlll-IDM 
TtL(116) 4U4<i> FAX ( ( !« US-IOIB wvnJpiJi.lOT 

5.1 Comment noted. No issues regarding the adequacy ofthe DEIR are 
identified. 
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SCMt 
Pro/met TTttt 

Typ» 

C»acrlpOon 

D o c u m a n t Detal la R«por t 
Stala C U i r l n g h e u i a Data B a a * 

20030(11M 
MonM Varda (aka Coati Vertt) 
San Diego. City of 

B R Draft EIR 

Map, Ptemwd DavatopmarH ParmB. SIM Davatopmanl PafmH Publtc RlBhl-of-Way and Eaeamant 
Vacatona. and Right of Entry PemUt far lha eonetnidton of bur hlgrwM* raManllBl building* wKtl • 
comb had araa ot 1.771.000 aquara faal, and 1,862 partdng ipacaa ki aubtansnavi parWng 
alnictuM*. Towar halgM would rmgalrom 390 and 3BS fMI abova aidaUno ground taval andbatwaan 
32 and 38 atorlaa. Tha lowan would contlati of 800 untt o' a combination of fer-rent apralmanti an 
dtor-aal* condomWu™. or entrely condomlnlumi dapaocUnfl on martel condlllon*. 

Laad A g a n c y C o n t a c t 
Nairn E. Shaanr^euysn 

Agtney City of 6an Dltgo 
Phot* 8 IB. 448,8369 F t * 
•man 

A d d n i t 1222 FHt Anno* . MS-B01 - ' 
City BunOago • ( • ( • CA Zip BJIOI 

P ro jac t L o c a t i o n , 
Count}' SanDfoOO 

City L l JoDt -
Rtglon 

C n m S f T H O l j JotaVRtog* Or, Oantt ie AVWXM 

rowniWp Rano* SioOon fii» 

Proximity te 
Hlghwiyt 

Airport* 
R t l h n y * 

ScAooft 
Land U l * 

Pro}*el l t n i * t 

Aganc/M 

: 
62 
MCAS Miramar, Montgomary Field 
8DNR CoMtor 
Padllc Ocaan / Roaa Craak 

CurranlZona;RS-i*7 
Lwx) U M : Holal 

Air Quality; AnJiaaotogto-HMoitc-. Oaotoglc/Salimle: Ntflm; PUbOe S w l c n ; Tramt/ClnxlBtkjrv 
VagalaUon; Walar Quality; WaUamVRtparlan: WDOIIIB: unduaa; Cumulatlva EllacU: Otbar laeuae 

Ratourcu^fianq^DaparmanlofFltt iandGiina, ReglociB;CairfomlaCaaatalCamm[tilon;Oncaof 
Hlatorlo PraearvaOon; Deparbnsnl of Parki and RacrvaBon; Callrana, DMeionotAaranBUdci; 
CaStomla Highway Patrol; CalWnt, Olalrid 11; DaparlmanlolHouilngand Community Davalopmant 

Dapartmanlot ToidcSubalineai Control: RaglonalWalfrOoaMy Control Boart, RagkNi B . 

Nols: B l in l t In dala AaUi rauiK from Inauffldanl Information ptovktad by (aod Igancy. 

RTC-25 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

6.1 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 

6.5 

6.6 

6.7 

« ' » T * n , r " " — * 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
ai • u m o i HAU. KKM Ml 
•ACnAmfTO, CA K i l l 
( t lUBMOtl 
to i n n arr-ama 

•vjiaba.ia.flST 

AuBU«24,20Da 

CITY o r SAN O I I O O 
ATTN: F. STiaarar-Mguyan 
1232 FlntAvanua.MS SOI 
Ban DfegO.CA 82101 

Ra: SCH«D030B1108: CEQA HQBCB Of Comptallon: Draft Envimnmantal Impact Raoort IEIR1: ComnwKv Plan 
AmandimipL Laqd Dhrtikin and Ptannad Mbrad Uia Davaloomant San Dkioo County. C|||fp[nla 

Dear F. Shaarar-Nguyan: 
Thantiyoufbrthoopportunltirtoeommenlooffia abova-ratarancaddocument. ThaCaltoinla 

Envlronmantal OuilNy Ad (CEQA) requkaa B*it any profactthalctuaaa a aubtlanlW advarta change In lha 
ilgnMcanca of i n htalortcal meoutca. Ihslhcludat ai^haokiglcatniouicai.la a'atgnffleanl ellacf tequktng lha 
praparaBon of tn Enrtonmantal Impact Baport (EIR parCEOAguWelnai | l60M.S(bKc)- I" ortarlo comply win 
tile provtalon, Via laad aganqr Ie raqulnd io aaaaii wliatfw lha projacl wn hiva an advana Impict on Viae* 
raflouiTMtwtthln ViaaraaolpmJn^irfbetfAPEJ.andlf io . to mltlgata l ial aflact. To adnquataly I I M M tha projoc*-
ralatad Impact* on hMDrlcal raaourtat, tn* Commit iton racommandi tha following tcOon: 
V Contao tha appropitala Cantomla HSitort; Raaourcaa Motmitton Cwrtst (CHRIS). The racon) aaareh mft 

• If a part or lha antlra APt) baabaan pravloualjr aurvayad for CUKUIBI mioureal. 
• Hanyhnown cultural raaoume hava aliaadir baan laeoidad Inoradjacenltolha APE, 
• M Via probeMRy Ie low. modatala. or high lhat cuRural raaotrcai era bcatad In lha APE. 
• Vaauivar liraqulrad to datarmlna whafiar pravlooeV unraeetilad cutuial raiourcae atapiatenL 
V IT an aichaaolDglcal hvantoiy eurvayle raqutrad, t ie final etaga I i tha praparaBoa ot a prolaeelenal report OalaUng 
t ie flndtigi and racommandalMnt of Die racorde laarch and lekl turvar. 

Tha flml report conlalnbig eHa tarm. alia iljnlfleanee, and mlllgiUan maaiurafe thoukl ba lubnilBBd 
InmadlBlaly lo lha plarmbg dapartnant All InlonnaUon regarding eila locallone. Native Amarlcan human 
ramalna. and aeeodatad l inanty obJacM ahould ba In a ••p«r*M oentdanM addandum. and not ba made 
avaOabla (or pubic dlectoeura. 
Tha Knal wrinan raport ehould be (ubrnWed wlthlnS month! BRMWDIII haibaen complalad to tha appropdala 
mgtonal archaaolaglcal trbrmatlon Cantar. 

V CwitsdBia Nitfva AJTurtctnHaHlaoaCofnmtoilofl {NAHC)(or: 
' A Sacrad Linda FN RUF) eoar* ol the projact area and Infamiatten en tribal CMitatit t i the prnjed 
vldnty who may have addlllmal cuhiral raaourca Infonnallon. Plaeea provide lhl« olBoa wBh lha tollowlng 
ertaUon tormalloaatlatwIlhOw Sacred Lande F l * Match nqueat l )gpa T.p-pihula nuadiannle cltiUon 
wIBi nima. tewnthto, ranna i f id .Bdtefu . 

• Tha NAHC advleaa t ie uaa of NaDvaAmailcan Monlton to araura proper WanfflcaDni and care glran cultural 
reaourcae Dial may ba dlecovarad. Tha NAHC racommanda that contad be made w«i HaDva Amartcan 
Conlacti on Bia atlachad let lo gal thalr Input on polanlW praJaH (mpaol, parttailBrty ttn corMcli Of Bia on »ia 
lal. 

V LackofiurtaeaavldBncaof archaotoglcal raeouioai doai nol pndude B*alr lubaurfaee eiManca. 
• Lead apandaa ehotrid hdude t i l a i r rnHgaVon plan prevltlone tor Bia Mantllcallcin and avakuton ol 

acddenlally dfeccvarad ardMOloglcal rvaourcaa, par Ci l toml i Envfconmantal Oualtir AcA (CEQA) S160S4.B (1>. 
In ana l ol Idantliad archaaological aenehlvKy, • cartmad irchaaotoglil and a cuHuralV anialad Nallva 
Amartcan, wflh hniHiledga kl euflural neouroae. ahould mmRn all gmund-dlaturMng acMSai. 

• Load agandaa ahould t idud i In t u n mWgiBon plan provlalcint tot t ie dlapoaDon o( rectnrend artdacte, t i 
dotiiultaOofi wni nrtturatly aMatad KaOva Amartcane. 

•/Lead agandai ehould tiduda provtiloni tor dlacovaiy of NaVra American human ramatii or tnnurfcad camatartae 
In thalr mlVgaUon plane. 

• CEQA OuWaane*. SotSon190W.5{d)>aqu!™e tha lead agency to woi* wBi t ie Natva America nt IdanMad 
by Ihli Cornnliiton I th* InlOal S|jdy IdtrtuBei Die praaanoa or f M f praaanca of NaOva Amerfcan human 
refnatn wlthti the APE. CEQA OuidHna* prmMi tor agraamanle wSt N c t n Amarion. Idantlad by t ie 

6.1 DEIR Section 5.8 includes an analysis of the project's potential impact 
on historical resources. The analysis relied upon the cited definition of 
significant historic resource. 

6.2 As indicated in Section 5.8 ofthe DEIR. a record search for the entire 
sewer alignment was conducted at the South CoastaNnformation Center 
at San Diego State University. 

6.3 The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation 
measures has been submitted lo the City of San Diego. All confidential 
information was placed in a confidential addendum, not available for 
public disclosure, Tlie final accepted report would be submitted within 
three months to the SDSU South Coastal Information Center. 

6.4 The Sacred Lands File search ofthe project area was conducted 
by Dennis Gallegos on July 19, 2005 with appropriate maps and 
information. In addition, both the Notice of Preparation and the DEIR 
were circulated to the Native American Heritage Commission for its 
review and comment. The NAHC submitted comments on the NOI", and 
those comments were considered in the preparation ofthe EIR. 

6.5 Letters were sent to all individuals identified by the Native American 
Heritage Commission to be contacted. Native American letters received 
in response to this request were forwarded to the City of San Diego. 

6.6 Mitigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2 include provisions for 
archaeological resources unearthed during grading activities. 

6.7 Mitigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2 include provisions for the discovery 
of Native American human remains. 
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6.7 
Cont. 

6.8 

HAHC. M ataun Bia appiupilali and dlgnlSad baabnanl el Natva Amartcan human ramatte and any aiaodalad 
grave Mne. 

V Haalth and Safaty Coda |70S0.9, PubHc Raioume Coda |80B7.Bfl and Sac. |1S004.a (d) o l t ie CEQA 
OuUoilnai mandate proeaduraa lo ba toHowad In BIB event of an aeddanUI dlaeOTaiv d any human ramalne kl • 
locaHon olhar fftan a dedicated camatary. 
•I Laid aatndw ehoUd a n t U t r iYoMtnca. n datnwl t i * 1S370 of t ie CEQA GuMellnw. ytomn itanWant ( 
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Pleaia raal Ime ta contact ma at (Bie) SE142S111 you have any qiHi lani , 

Cc: stala Claattigliouu 
Anachmant LM ol NaSva Amartcan Contacti 

ilncarely. 

A M 
/Dava Single 

PrognmAml 

6.8 As indicated on page 2-1 ofthe DEIR, the area beneath the proposed 
Monle Verde development site has been previously mass graded. 
Thus. Section 5.8 ofthe DEIR appropriately concludes that no cultural 
resources are located on the development site. 

Cultural resources are present in the area where offsite sewer 
improvements would be located. It was delermined that the offsite sewer 
improvement could potentially impact two identified historical resources 
within the alignment (recorded archaeological site CA-SDA-12556 , 
and the historic AT&SF Railroad). Il was determined that no impacts 
would result in the AT&SF Railroad. With respect lo archaeological site 
CA-SDI-12556, it was determined that the offsite sewer improvement 
would result in potential impacts and. therefore, would be required to 
implement a testing program (Miiigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2). -
With implementation ofthe mitigation measures outlined within the 
MMRP impacts would be reduced lo below a level of significance. 

Additionally, the sewer alignment has the potential to disturb sensitive 
historical resources due to trenching activities: therefore, mitigation 
measures have been incorporated to reduce impacts lo below a level of 
significance. 
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Native American Contact 
SanDlogo County 

August 24, 2006 

Sycuan Band of Mission Indians 
Danny Tucker, Chairperson 
6459 Dehesa Road -,, , 
ElCajon .CA 82021 otogueno/ 

618 445-2613 

e i 9 445-1B27Fax 

Diegueno/ 

Jamul Indian Village 
Leon Acewedo, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 612 
Jamul .CA 91935 
| amulro z <9 pacbell -net 
(618)689-4786 

(619)660-48178-

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperaon 
1095 Barona Road -.. , 
Lakeside .CA 92040 Diegueno/ 

(619)443-6612 

(B19J443-06a( FAX 

Ewllaapaayp Tribal Office 
Michael Oarda, Vlce-Chalmian/EPA Director 
PO Box 2250 tf,™.™.., 
Alpine .CA BiBtn-asfio K " ™ y a a ) ' 
mlchae (g ® leanl ngroc 
(819) 445-6315 • 
voice 
(819)445-9126-fax 

ThM IM M e v n n l snl) a* <4 DM OaW ol IMe dBBumanL 

Kumeyaay Cullural Historic Commltlao 
Hon Christman 
56 Vle)as Grade Road 
Alpine ,CA 82001 

(618)445-0385 

Diegueno. 

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservallon 
Paul Cuero 
36190 Church Road, Suite 5 • • « „ . . „ „ 
Campo ,CA 91906 Diegueno. 

(619)478-9046 
(619)476-6505 
(618) 476-5818 Fax 

Coastal Gabrlateno Diegueno 
Jim Velasquee 
5776 42nd Street 
Riverside ,CA 92509 

(909) 784-6660 

Cllnl Union 
P.O. Box 507 
Santa Yaabel , CA 62070 

(760) 803-5664 

cjllnto n 73 @ aol. com 

Qabfleltno 
Kumeyaa> 

Diegueno/ 

t ^ t » Coda, laakm KHTM at tha PuHe f 

• C W X 0 W * I I M | CtO* NMI» of CamaMloni Dntl ClMionmanW tnpaal f tact l (Em; Cenonunttv pun unandnw 
iteni M « M d IMI DavatapminMor MONTI VGMM fftOJICT; U Mkg -• iLaMDMi 

Canomte. 
• U Jolla VWag* Drh« i San efcga 
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7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

7.4 

California Native ?Lmt Society 
Sun Diego Chapter P.O. Box 121390, Sin Dieeo. CA 92112 

September 11,2006 

E. Shearer-Nguyen 
EnvironmentBl Planner 
City arson Diego Development Service* Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS SOI 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: Monle Verde Draft EIR (Project No. 6553/SCH No. 2003091106). 

Dear Ma. Shearer-Nguyen; 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) li responding to the Monle Verde Draft EIR 
for the proposed construction of four high-rise residential buildings at the comer of La 
Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue, as well as ofT-dle improvemenb including the 
replacement of an existing off-site 10-12 inch sewer line with an IS-incb sewer line 
commencing from the project, south along Oenesee Avenue, and into Rose Canyon. 
According to the DEIR. the proposed projecl wll impact sensitive Diegan tioastal sage 
scrub, native grassland, non-native grassland, soulbein willow-cotton wood riparian 
forest, and southern willow scrub communities. Sensitive species that are documented to 
occur include decumbent goldenbush {Isocoma mtmlesll var. dtcumbtns\ San Diego 
sagewort (Artemtsla palmtri), and the Federally threatened coastal Califamia gnatcatcher 
[PoJIcpilIa caiybmlca californica). 

Three sewer alignments are considered in the document, and all bui Alignment 1)1 require 
theconstructionofaUOftto 190 ft. rctencion wall ot manufactured fill slope and a 60-
inch culvert in a tributary lo Rose Canyon. As Rose Canyon is pan of a city open space 
park, is cnn«id-red » Cote Resource Area by SANDAG. and is also located witliin ibe 
MHPA boundary, this type of major in&asiructure within Rose Canyon should be 
considered a significant biological Impact in addition to a visual impact As the 
document does not adequately exptain why Alignment Al is not feasible, CNPS strongly 
supports the removal of Alignment) "2 and Hi [Options 2B(I} and 2B(2)] from 
consideration. 

CNPS supports the conservation of local ecotypes of native taxi during revegetation by 
utilizing seeds or plants grown from seeds, cuttings or divisions collected locally. In 
particular, taxa in the proposed plant palette were noted (hat could genetically 
contaminate local ecotypes. The plant palette Includes Iiocoma menziesii var. menziesii 
In the hydroseed mix. This Uxon is a close relative of Isocoma menziesii var. decumbent 
which was documented on-site, and would presumably hybridlie with Ihe local 

Dedicated to the presertwtioM of California native fiom ® 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

The commenl summarizes mfi)rmalion set forth in the DEIR. 

As stated in Section 5.7, all sewer construction impacts would result in 
significant biological impacts. Tables 5.7-3A and B list the impacts and 
mitigation for each sewer alignment option. Also, Section 5.3.3 slates 
that the retaining wall and manufactured fill associated with options 
213(1) and 213(2) would result in a significant and unmitigable visual/ 
neighborhood character effect. 

While City staff agrees that the alternative which would place the sewer 
line below ground would be environmentally-preferred, engineering 
constraints associated with the potential depth ofthe sewer line may 
render this approach infeasible. In recognition of this potential, the 
DEIR addresses two other methods that could be used in the event 
that the below grade installation is considered infeasible from a safety 
standpoint, as discussed on page 3-28. If the City Council approves 
the project, then the City would consider which alignment to approve. 
Al that time, the City would make a determination regarding whether 
Alignment 1 is feasible. The commenter's support for that alignment 
would be forwarded to the City for its consideration. •• 
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7.4 City staff agrees that the hydrosecd/container species, Isocoma menziesii 
var. menziesii and Artemisia palmeri, included within Tables 26 and 27 
ofthe Biological Resources Report (Appendix H) dated Revised July 26, 
2006 should only be included within the upland revegetation planting 
palettes if the seeds are derived from Rose Canyon or within 25 miles of 
the coast. The report has been revised to reflect this requirement, 
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7.4 
Cont. 

7.5 

7.6 

populations of variety decumbem. Therefore, no boeoma irpecies should be included in 
the revegetation areas unless it is derived from seed collected on and adjacent to the ' 
impact ares. This species is easily collected and grown from seed. Any revegetation 
with Antmlstapaimeri should also utilize locally collected seed so as not lo genetically 
contaminate the local population. Additionally, Interior flat-lopped buckwheat 
{Erlogonwn fasclculanm \ta. foliolosum) is included in Ihe hydroseed palette. This 
uxon typically occurs in inland areas, and is not appropriate for a coastal site. It also is 
likely to hybridize with Erlogonumfaseieulatmt vu. Jatdctdatum which occurs in (be 
area. Seed from Eriogonumfaselculaium vti, faseleulatum should instead be collected 
onsite and used lo revegctalioo purposes. This species is also easily collected and grown 
fhwnseed. 

Thank you for ihe opportunity to comment on this DEIR. If you have any questions 
please contact us at 619.421.5767. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Bumscano 
Conservation Chair 

7.5 As indicated in (he previous response, Artemisia palmeri would also only 
be used if it can be obtained from local seed stock. 

7.6 City staff does not agree that Eriogonum fasciculatum var. foliolosum 
should be replaced with Eriogonum fasciculatum var. fasciculatum. 
Rather the common name should be changed from interior flat-top 
buckwheat to flat-top buckwheat. Per Jepson, Eriogonum fasciculatum 
var. fasciculatum is only located along the central coast and thus nol 
within San Diego County. However, as indicated earlier, the Biology 
Report has been revised lo assure that the hydrosecd/container species 
of Eriogonum fasciculatum var. foliolosum would only be derived from 
Rose Canyon. 
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A specific development intensity was allocated by the Costa Verde 
Specific Plan regardless ofthe status ofthe previous Development 
Agreement, which as the commenter correctly stales has expired. 
Nevertheless, the existing Specific Plan allows up to 2.600 dweliing 
units as well as a 400-room hotel. This intensity is associated with 
an equivalent number of average daily trips (6,532 ADT). In fact, 
the density anticipated by the overall University Community Plan is. 
largely designed to generate a specific number of automobile trips. As a 
reflection of this fact, the Community Plan (page 179) specifically allows 
for the transfer of development rights including associated automobile 
trips within subdivisions in conjunction with PDP's restricting both the 
sending and receiving sites. 

The Monle Verde project is intending to utilize trips that remain 
unallocated within the Costa Verde Specific Plan. However, the project 
would convert the trips allocated lo the 400-room hotel lo trips generated 
by residential development. 

While the project would convert the hotel trips to residential trips, 
the proposed number of trips (4,800 ADT) for the 420 unallocated 
residential units and additional 380 new residential units would in reality 
be less than the 6,532 ADT which would occur with realization ofthe 
420 unallocated residential units and construction ofthe 400-room hotel. 

Additionally, the project's traffic study included all units not yet built al 
the time of its preparation in determining the project's traffic impacts. 
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0C7 
o. * * * * * * s 

MSWB 
Oclober 11.2006 

Ms. E. Shearer-Nguyen, Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS SOI 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: Draft Environ mental Impact Report- JO 410908 - Monte Verde 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The purpose of Ihis letter is to provide comments on the sufficiency ofthe DEK. 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 
in which the significant efTccts ofthe project might be avoided or mitigated. 

The University Community Planning Group's (UCPO) comments are at follows, 

• The DEIR fails to address or disclose thai the Owner/developer ofthe properties in 
Costa Vetde gave up entitlements for extra dwelling units with the expiration ofthe 
Development Agreement. The DEIR cannot count trips of units that were not 
constructed and their entitlements have expired. Each project must stand on their new 
sile plans and increased counts. Zoning does not guarantee entftlemems. Zoning 
does not give rights to properly owners unilaterally. The DEIR does not identify or 
provide any facts concerning Ihe Development Agreement. 

• Overall the DEIR fails to adequately disclose the details ofthe proposed project. 

• The DEIR fails to adequately describe Ihe vast difference in height between these 
buildings and the surrounding community. 

• The DEIR fails to adequately describe the outdoor public space size and location and 
ihe specific impacts of noise, shadows and the wind tunnel effect 

• While the DEIR identifies significant non-miligable impacts, it fails to identify the 
projects additional significant non-tnitigable impacts. 

• In the City's letter to Bruce Mclntyre on July 6,2005. the City slated "The EIR 
should place mqior attention on reasonable altcmstives to the proposed project that 
avoid or mitigate the project's significance," The DEIR did not adequately address 
the city request for "major attention" to a reasonable allcnutive. 

PfiiMfrplwlffmriPtlpii 

The DEIR (Pg. 3-2) states "The BOO residontiBl units would include 62 lofts, 274 one-
bedrooraunits, 247two-bedtoom units, 199 threfr-bedroom units,and 18 townhomes 

' i - . T 
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8.4 

8.5. 

8.6 

Please refer to responses to comments 8.7 through 8.13. 

The Draft EIR includes an analysis ofthe visual impacts ofthe 
project and concludes that the impact is significant and not mitigable 
because ofthe height differential between the proposed structures and 
the surrounding buildings. The analysis provides simulations of tlie 
buildings in the context of their surroundings. (See DEIR Section 5.3). 
Please refer to response to comment 8.27. 

Please refer to responses to comments 8.36, 8.61 and 8.62. 

No additional non-mitigable impacts exist beyond those identified in the 
DEIR. 

The DEIR provides a reasonable range of alternatives, determined in 
coordination with City of San Diego staff. 
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8.7 

8.8 

8.9 

8.10 

8.11 

8.12 

which would range from one to three-bedrooms. All units discussed above may include s 
den. and three-bedroom units may become four-bedroom units." 

The number one concern ofthe community remains the bulk end scale of this proposed 
project. The DEIR Project Description docs a d accurately describe the proposed project. 
The DEIR is inadequate because h does not identify end analyze all possible impacts and 
possible scenarios regarding the bulk and scale ofthe proposed project. 

The DEIR undereslimates the greatein number of potential new residents, which 
underestimates and understates the parking and traflic impacts. Exactly how many rooms 
will these 800 units have and how many people will be accommodated? 

The project plans are ambiguous because the greatest number of polential square footage 
that Ihis project could utilize is not identified ot analyzed. The analysis ofthe Project 
Description should be based on the worse case scenario with regards lo all impacts al 
build-out, 

AH ofthe analysis that follows the Project Description in the DEIR is based on 
underestimated dala because all units may include a den that could be used as a bedroom, 
and thtee-bedroom units may become four-bedroom units. 

Given that all the units are relatively large and may include a den lhat could be converted 
to a bedroom, and/or lhat three-bedrooms may become four-bedroom units, and that the 
development may be a combination of for-rent apartments and for-sale condonuniums, 
Ihe DEIR mi»t address this scenario btcsuse the potcniial impacis aie significant 

The DEIR is inadequate because is does not address or analyze in detail the impact of 
converting the approved hotel to residential, which will greatly increase the bulk and 
scale ofthe project relative lo the ADTs. The DEIR is insufficient because it does not 
compare the approved hotel land use to the proposed 4 residential towers. 

The DEIR cites the recent approval ofthe La Jolla Crossroads project with two 32 story 
building es justification for its proposal to build two 32 story and two 33 story buildings. 
In doing this, the DEIR itself gives proof of the growth inducing and cumulative impacts 
ofthe Monte Verde projects that the DEtR denies exist 

The DEIR fails to acknowledge or describe the impacts lhat will certainly occur when 
other developers point lo approval ofthe Monle Verde towers to justify their requests for 
increases in density and height for their projects. The inevitable pressure from other 
developers to follow Monle Verde's example will mean that Ihe already unmitigable 
significanl impacts of Mome Verde on the character ofthe community, traflic, parks, and 
library services will oil be multiplied over time. 

Funhetmore, in pointing to the La Jolla Crossroads buildings as an example, the DEIR 
fails to point oul thai the La jolla Crossroads development is at the edge ofthe 

8.7 Comment noted. However, as no detailed inaccuracy is specified, 
no specific response can be made. The DEIR includes an accurate 
analysis ofthe bulk and scale ofthe project. This analysis includes 
pliotosimutations. (See DEIR, Section 5.3). 

8.8 Comment noted. CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of 
alternatives, not an analysis of all possible scenarios. 

8.9 The number of polential new residents estimated by SANDAG is 
determined by census data per total household, not by the number 
of bedrooms within each household. Therefore, the DEIR correctly 
eslimates potential new residents using a generation rate per household. 
The 800 units would generate approximately 1.832 residents. The 
Trip Generation Manual estimates the number of trips generated by a 
residential project based on the type of unit (e.g. multi-family vs. single-
family). The number of bedrooms is not a factor used to calculate trip 
generation. 

Table 142-05C of Section 142.0525 ofthe Municipal Code concludes 
that parking demand is based on the number of bedrooms, but only up to 
three. No additional parking is required for over three bedrooms. 

An EIR necessarily involves forecasting future conditions in the event 
the project is approved. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.). This analytic 
process necessarily involves a degree of forecasting about, among other 
things, the number of residents likely to reside at the project. 

The comment states the EIR does not identify the total square footage 
that would be developed for the project. As described on page 3-2 ofthe 
DEIR, the project proposes four residential buildings with approximately 
1.771,000 square feet. The decision-maker may choose to make 
modifications to the project at the time of approval. The level of detail 
in the EIR is sufficient to allow for meaningful analysisof the project's 
impacts. 

8.10 The bulk and scale discussion within Section 5.3 does not rely on a 
comparison with a hotel use. The analysis focused on the visual impacts 
ofthe project on the existing visual setting rather than in comparison 
with another potential use. This approach is required by CEQA. 
However, the discussion ofthe hotel alternative in Section 10 (described 
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as the "no project" alternative) does provide a discussion ofthe bulk and 
scale ofthe hotel use, which provides a basis for comparison with the 
proposed project. (Sec DEIR Section 10.1) 

As discussed in Section 5.2.1, the project would build out the remaining 
420 dwelling units authorized for the Costa Verde Specific Plan area and 
construct an additional 380 units. This section further states, "From the 
standpoint of trip generation the hotel 400-room designation on the site 
would equate to a total of 666 units. Thus, the proposed project would 
generate less traffic than anticipated under the 1986 Specific Plan." 
Therefore, the project would not increase ADTs relative to the hotel use. 

8.11 The commenter identifies La Jolla Crossroads as the high rise project 
on tlie eastern portion of University City. The approved 32-story 
development is called La Jolla Commons. The La Jolla Commons 
project is included as part ofthe cumulative impacts analysis along with 
17 other projects. Significant cumulative traffic, visual, and solid waste 
impacts were identified. Please refer to Section 6.1 ofthe EIR. 

With respect to the growth inducing impact, the Monte Verde project 
does not propose to increase the development intensity in the University 
Community. However, the EIR acknowledges that the project would 
foster population growth and the construction of additional housing by 
adding 800 dwelling units (please see Chapter 7.0). 

8.12 The DEIR accurately identifies the location of La Jolla Commons. On 
page 5.3-1, the DEIR states that "immediately west ofthe interchange 
[1-805], several major projects are under construction including La 
Jolla Crossroads and La Jolla Commons." The elevation ofthe La Jolla 
Commons site is not relevant to the analysis. As with the evaluation 
ofthe proposed project, the height impact is appropriately based on the 
actual height ofthe building above existing grade rather than the height 
above sea level. 

The discussion of bulk and scale is based on the surrounding 
development rather than with La Jolla Commons. As a result, the EIR 
concludes that the proposed Monte Verde project would have significant, 
unmitigable impacts on the neighborhood character ofthe immediate 
surrounding area. 

The UCPG's opposition to the La Jolla Commons projecl is noted. 
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8.12 
Cont. 

8.13 

8.14 

community near the 803 freeway, where its bulk and scale impacts are less imposing on 
ihe community a I large. 

In stark contrast, Ihe Monle Vcnfe projecl is in a core area of the community where its 
bulk and scale will have an overwhelming impact on the character ofthe community. 
The DEtR further fails to give ihe elevation ofthe Ipnd al La Jolla Crossroads towers agd 
foils to mention that the UCPO opposed the La Jolla Crossroad) project 

Finally, the DEIR fails to mention lhat while the La Jolla Croiaroads high rises are 330' 
tall, the four Monte Vetde lowers are 390-395' (all. 

The DEIR (Pg 3,1-16) stales "Tlie Specific Plan'allows for development of up lo 2,600 
dwelling units, 178,000 square feet of retail/commercial, and a 400-room hotel." it also 
stales (Pg. 3.1-18) "As discussed above, the Specific Plan allows up to 2,600 dwelling 
units, 2180 of which have already been constructed or are under construction. Because 
all other lots wilhin the Specific Plan have been built out, the project site is the only lot 
tell where additional residential uses could occur." 

The DEIR does not identify or cite any City regulation that allows for the transfer of units 
to the proposed project site. Why is the proposed projecl allowed lo transfer ADTs to the 
amall project site to enable it to increase the number of residential units? The DEIR does 
not address the impact that the proposed developmem will have on ihe 4.77 acre with 
respect to ils relative small size which represents less than 10% of the total 34 acre site. 
The pmpnwd ioercaje in residsntial units per transfer of unused uiiils a subslantiai and 
demonstrates almost a 13% increase lo the 34 acre sile. 

RE: 4.0 History of Prolect Changes 

The DEK (Pg.4-1) stales "Due to concern about building heights from the UCPO as well 
as FAA, the applicant has reduced the building heights fiom a maximum of 42 stories to 
the current maximum of 35 stories." 

The height ofthe proposed 4 towers with regard to Ihe "Wind Tunner efTect was a major 
community concern raised during the environmental review ofthe project. The DEIR 
does nol identify ihis community project concern or analyze this possible impact on the 
environment The "Wind Tunnel" effect needs to be studied in the DBtR because the 
polential loss of public open space between the towers due to the created wind will have a 
significant efTect nn the environmenl and the proposed project as it may hinder some 
open space unusable that Is required to be provided. The "Wind Tunner efTect has the 
polential to directly, cumulatively and permanently impftct open space and the 
neighborhood character. 

8.13 Please refer to response to comment 8.1 for a discussion of the number 
of units and ADTs which are assigned to the property via the Specific 
Plan and Community Plan. 

No formal transfer of units would occur, The Community Plan actually 
docs allow transfers within subdivisions, which could have included 
Costa Verde, pursuant lo a planned development permit as is being 
sought here; however, the applicant is not seeking a forma! "transfer of 
development rights" because no "rights" arc being transferred. Instead, 
what is being proposed is the development of previously planned but un­
built units within the Specific Plan, together with the change from hotel 
units to an equivalent (in traffic) number of residential units. No formal 
"transfer" is being sought, but rather the completion of development 
under the Cosla Verde Specific Plan. 

As to the size of the Monte Verde lot, the DEIR takes the lot size into 
consideration everywhere it is relevant, such as in evaluating grading. 
For density, however, Monle Verde is the last part of Costa Verde -- il 
was part ofthe original Costa Verde subdivision map, specific plan, and 
development agreement, and the facilities that have been provided for 
Costa Verde were meant to serve Monte Verde as part ofthe broader 
Costa Verde project. 

8.14 In order to confirm that the proposed project would not have a significant 
adverse impact on wind conditions in the areas surrounding the proposed 
project, the applicant commissioned a study from Englekirk & Sabol 
(E&S). Areas within the project sile which would be available for public 
use (e.g. the proposed civic green and pocket park) arc not required to 
meet any public open space or recreational requirement imposed by the 
City on the project. 
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The results of this report are summarized in this response. A copy the 
full report, dated December, 2006, is on file with the Environmental 
Analysis Section ofthe City of San Diego. 

Existing Wind Conditions 

As the first step in analyzing wind effects, E&S conducted a site 
inventory to determine baseline wind conditions on the property as well 
as in the immediate vicinity. This inventory revealed the project area is 
considered breezy with wind speeds generally ranging from 7 to 14 miles 
per hour (mph). 

Evaluation Criteria 

Table 1 conveys the way pedestrians perceive different wind velocities. 
Table 2 correlates wind speed categories with outdoor recreational areas 
to serve as the primary basis for evaluating the effect of the proposed 
project on surrounding uses. Since gusts of wind are considered 
acceptable as long as they occur on an infrequent basis, wind speed is 
based on the percentage of time that wind speeds exceed a specific value. 
In general, when wind gusts in excess of a particular wind velocity occur 
more that 10% ofthe time, the wind speed is raised lo the next category. 
Thus, an established wind velocity of 7 mph may actually exceed this 
velocity up to 10% of the time and still be characterized as 7 mph. 

As indicated.in Table 2, all fonns of outdoor recreation are considered 
compatible wiih wind speeds which do not exceed 7 miles per hour 
(mph) more than 10% ofthe time. As wind velocity increases, the 
suitability for different types of outdoor recreation diminishes. For 
example, outdoor eating or reading becomes more difficult when the 
wind speeds exceed 7 mph. Once wind speed exceeds 20 mph, no forms 
of outdoor recreation are suitable. 
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Table 1 
Environmental Wind Flow Effects 

Wind Speed 
(mph) 

Less than .1 

1-3 

3-7 

7-12 

12-18 

18-24 

24-31 

31-3S 

3B-46 

46-55 

Description of 
Wind 

Calm 

Light airs 

Light breeze 

Gentle breeze 

Moderate breeze 

Fresh breeze 

Strong breeze 

Moderate gale 

Fresh gale 

Strong gale 

Description of Wind Effects 

No noticeable wind 

No noticeable wind 

Wind fell on face 

Wind extends light flag, hair is disturbed, and 
clothing flaps 
Wind raises dust, dry soil an loose paper, hair 
disarranged 
Force of wind fell on body, drifting snow becomes 
airborne, limit o( agreeable wind on land 
Umbrellas used with difficulty, hair blown straight, 
difficult to walk steadily, wind noise on ears 
unpleasant, windborne snow above head height 
(blizzard) 
inconvenience ien when walking 

Generally impedes progress, great difficully with 
balance in gusts 
People blown over by gusts 

Table 2 
Acceptable Recreational Activities at Different Wind Speeds 

Acceptable Recreation Activities for 
Wind Speedfs) 

Outdoor dining, leisurely outdoor seating 
(e.g., reading, using laptop) 
Leisurely walking, standing 
Moderately active recreational activities 
(e.g., doq walking, children plavinql 
Active recfealional activities (e.g., playing 
catch, children on play equipment, sports) 

SS7 
mph 

• 

s 
s 
• / 

7<SS11 
mph 

s 
s 
s 

1KSS15 
mph 

• 

• 

1&<5£20 
mph 

• / 
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In determining whether a project would have a significant wind effect, 
the analysis determines where pre-existing wind condiiions on adjacent 
properties would be substantially changed by a proposed building. The 
primary focus is on substantial changes which occur to wind speeds 
between 7 and 14 mph, and where existing wind speeds would exceed 
15 mph where the existing velocity was less than 15 mph. Even though 
more active recreational activities arc generally compatible with wind 
speeds between 15 and 20 mph, 15 mph is used for this analysis as a 
more conservative threshold. 

Project Wind Effects 

In general, development tends lo increase existing wind velocity in two 
ways. Acceleration occurs when wind strikes the upper elevations of a 
building and is forced down the face ofthe building. Acceleration also 
occurs from the vacuum which is formed as wind rounds a comer of a 
building. Both of these factors exist with the proposed project and were 
considered by E&S in their modeling. 

In order to assess the wind effects of Monte Verde, E&S constructed 
a scale model ofthe development and subjected it to known wind 
velocities. Changes in wind speeds and turbulence wiih the buildings 
were estimated at a total of 41 points both on- and ofT-site with and 
without the project. Surrounding velocities were estimated through the 
use of building models ofthe surrounding development. 

The results ofthe wind tunnel modeling indicated that Ihe proposed 
projecl would not result in significant changes in wind conditions on 
property located adjacent to the site.. In general, the analysis showed 
lhat wind speeds were increased in approximately half of the measured 
sites while, in the other half, the wind velocities decreased over existing 
levels. The effect depends on the relationship ofthe building to the 
wind. 

OffSfte 

Approximately 75% ofthe points where existing wind velocities were 
measured around the proposed sile, wind speeds exceeded 7 mph. More 
than 30% ofthe localions experienced wind velocities which exceed 11 
mph more than 10% ofthe lime. No measure locations revealed wind 
velocities in excess of 15 mph. 
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None ofthe surrounding areas would experience wind speeds in excess 
of 15 mph after construction of the project. Similarly, the existing 
wind conditions wilhin the 7-14 mph categories would not substantially 
change as a resull ofthe project. The wind tunnel tests indicated that 
three locations around the proposed project with speeds between 7 and 
14 mph increased by more than 10% after the four proposed towers were 
in place. All three of these points were located immediately adjacent to 
the proposed projecl. Thus, il was concluded that wind effects from the 
proposed project on the surrounding property would not be significant. 

Onsite 

A comparison ofthe wind velocities within the project site before and 
after the proposed development concludes that the sile would be suitable 
for a variety of pedestrian activities. Only two localions would occur 
where wind speeds would exceed 15 mph more than 10% ofthe time. 
One of these areas occurs on Ihe pedestrian bridge crossing La Jolla 
Village Drive. As the pedestrian bridge would be used to cross the street, 
this increase would not alTect pedestrian activities wilhin the site. 

The other area which would exceed 15 mph more than 10% of the lime 
would be located at the northeast corner of Tower C. This would affect 
the westerly end ofthe proposed pocket park. As a resull, a portion of 
the proposed outdoor seating area would experience less than desirable 
condiiions for outdoor seating. In response to this, the developer 
anticipates refining Ihe pocket park in the final design to locate outdoor 
seating in areas affected by lower wind speeds and/or incorporating wind 
screening features to reduce the wind conditions experienced by persons 
using the pocket park. 

With respect lo the proposed civic green between Towers A and D. the 
wind analysis concluded lhat the civic green would experience wind 
conditions lhat would exceed 11 mph more than 10% of the time. 
According to Table 2. these wind conditions would not be desirable for 
some ofthe uses expected to occur within the civic green (e.g. leisurely 
standing and sitting). As with the pocket park, the developer plans on 
integrating wind screens into the final design. 
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8.15 

REt 3.1 L.iid UM-

The proposed uses and densities, combined with other plumed development in the 
University City community, are lepresentative of a high-dettsiiy urban node and, thus, 
would not combine to result in a lignificani cumulative land use impact 

According to the Univeteity Community Plan (UCP) (Pg. 190) Homing types should 
encourage diversity, "However. Ihe mix ihould be master planned under the PRD Pennit 
process, and amendments to these PRDi ahould not be made to homogenize the oroiecl in 
resoorue lo ahort-tenn flimfcet trepdi." 

Pg. 7-1 of the DEIR states "While the proposed land use density changes could 
theoretically encourage similar actions within University City, the practical growth 
inducing efTect of Ihese changes is minimized by the fact that Universily City is nearly 
completely built oul. Secondly, the shortage of housing in the San Diego region is 
already acting to influence residential development and inciease densides. Thus, the 
preMurc to increase housing in the region already exists." 

The Cily's Stralegic Framework Element slates (Pg.23) "This Element does net 
cncouiagB or mandate a specific amount of growJi." 

The DEIR states the geographic area for cumulative analysis (Pg. 6-6) "is defined by 1-5 
to the west, the I-J/l-BOJ merge lo the north, 1-803 to the east and SR 32 lo the south". 

Given Ihese boundaries the DEIR does not tufliciently identity the current housing 
inventory nor does it analyze the passible impacts ofthe proposed Plan Amendment 
The DEIR needs to provide numbers of current existing residential units and show the 
analysis done that concludes that this proposed project amendment would not have 
significanl cumulative effects to the community. 

The North Universily City area currently accommodates the housing density with 
apartments, condos and some single homes, the DEIR does not address whether the 
community has or has not met its fair share limit ofthe region's growth. The DEIR needs 
to provide current statistics regarding existing housing in the project area and the 
surrounding area. 

One ofthe primary goals ofthe proposed project is to "Respond to Ihe region "t housing 
shortage and predictions of rapid population growth in San Diego by accommodating the 
City's and the communily's fair share of ihe region's growth." 

The Strategic Framework Element states (Pg. 33) "tl is a strategy for each neighborhood 
lo consciously determine where and bow new growth should occur, and requires th« new 
public facilities be In place as growth occurs. It builds upon existing neighborhood* 
while retaining their unique character by intensifying and enhancing their community 
centers. The strategy seeks lo target growth in village areas, fafl Is not linked to a 
particular rate of growth." 

8.15 The EIR analyzes the effects the project would have on the community 
as it exists right now, and it does, in fact, conclude that the project would 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts. Please refer to Section 6.0. 

As discussed in the DEIR, the project would create an additional 380 
"new" residential units because 420 ofthe proposed 800 units were 
already allocated to the Costa Verde Specific Plan area. The "new" 
residential units would be created by converting the planned 400 hotel 
rooms to residential. As indicated earlier, the number of ADTs allocated 
to the hotel rooms would accomniodate up to 666 residential units, hut 
only 380 residential units are being proposed to replace the hotel. 

The FEIR has been revised to remove the statement regarding the 
"community's fair share ofthe region's growth" because there is 
no documentation which specifies the contribution that individual 
communities should make toward the target established by SANDAG 
to meet the housing needs ofthe region. As result, the last objective 
on FEIR page 3-1 has been modified to remove the reference to the 
community's share and now states "Respond to the region's housing 
shortage and predictions of rapid population growth in San Diego." 

According to the Regional Comprehensive Plan (SANDAG 2004), the 
County, as a whole, will need to add 314,000 residential units by the 
year 2030 to meet the anticipated growth of nearly a million persons. 
In addition, SANDAG's Regional Housing Need for the 2005-2010 
Housing Element Cycle in the San Diego Region, identifies "fair share" 
contributions for the various jurisdictions including the City of San 
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Diego. With respect to the City of San Diego, SANDAG identifies a 
City-wide goal of 45,741 units by the year 2010. However, SANDAG 
docs not define goals for individual communities wilhin the City. 
Meeting the goal established by the resolution is the responsibility ofthe 
City of San Diego through updates to its Housing Element. 

The latest projection for the total number of residential units at full 
buildout ofthe University community plan area is 20,974. Based on a 
recent update of the Facilities Benefit Assessment for North University 
City, 1,878 multi-family residential units remain to be developed 
as of June 2006. As 420 ofthe 800 proposed units are included 
in the remaining units, this portion ofthe project would represent 
approximately 22% of remaining residential development in North 
University City. As stated above, the projecl would also create an 
additional 380 "new" multi-family residential units by converting the 
planned 400 hotel rooms to residential. The City has no current estimate 
ofthe number of units which may be yet built in South University Ciiy 
but the number is believed lo be nominal. 
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8.15 
Cont. 

8.16 

8.17 

8.18 

The UCP stales (Pg. 190) with regards to density/units that "60 percent would be 
townhouse and garden apartments and 19 percent would be located in high density 
structures." 

The DEIR does nol identify or analyze tho current density or housing inventory, nor does 
it compare those findings to "the community's fair share of Ihe region's growth." The 
DEIR does not analyze the change in percent of bousing that this plan amendment would 
generate and there is no comparison to Ihe current bousing inventory. The DEIR does not 
provide statistic* on Ihe housing shortage in North University City within the projecl 
boundaries. 

The DEIR (Pg. 6-6) states "The effect ofthe project on land use would not be 
cumulatively considerable as the sile is planned for development" 

The proposed project requests lo change the development intensity table to allow higher 
density on the site. The current UCP has a density of 48 du/ac which forthe purposes of 
land use planning is categorized as 43-75 du/ac. 

The DEIRfPg. 7-1) states "In addition lo allowing for more residential units in the plan 
area, Ihe proposed density of 168 units per acre vyvyld be tubstantlallv ereater than the 
maximum of 73 units per acre currently allowed by Ihe University Community Plan." 

The proposed projecl is requesting a plan amendment and thus the cumulative effects 
would affect the land use by changing it from Visitor-Commercial lo Residential, The 
DEIR does not suflicicnlly analyze the plan amendment change from Visitor-Commercial 
lo Residential. 

The DEIR does nol analyze lufildently the increase in density from 4 B units per acre lo 
the conclusion reached of 53 units per acre. This increase is substantial and demonstrates 
almost a 15% increase to the 54 acre site. The DEIR does not address the impact that the 
proposed development will have on the 4.77 acre with respect lo ils relative small size 
which represents less than 10*4 ofthe 54 acre site. The DEIR needs to address the 
density change with relation to cumulative effect given that tho UCP's high-density urban 
node range is currently 45-47 du/ac. Because this is a Plan amendment, the analysis must 
be in-depth. 

Also, given that the DEIR acknowledges that traffic and circulation will have a 
cumulative effect which will be significant, Ihe DBtR needs to address how that impact 
does or doesn't directly affect the requested density and land-use change. 

The DEIR (Pg. 3,4-10) states The proposed project would increase the communitv 
population bv 766 new resideflts which would require 3.15 acres of population-based 
park land, 3 percent oft community recreation center and just over 2 percent of a 
community swimming pool complex per City Oemertl Plan park lUndards." 

8.16 The project includes a UCP amendment to eliminate the designated 
visitor commercial use on the site. It was determined that the site is 
poorly situated for such use due to an oversupply of hotel rooms in 
the immediate vicinity. The effects ofthe change in use are analyzed 
throughout the EIR. 

8.17 As discussed in responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3 the density is 
based on the Specific Plan-wide average rather than the density of 
individual buildings. The increase from 48 lo 55 dwelling units per acre 
is not necessary to evaluate as an overall density of up lo 75 dwelling 
units per acre would be allowed under the existing Community Plan. 
This is because, as discussed more fully in the DEIR, Monte Verde is 
the last, already-planned part of one larger project, Costa Verde Specific 
Plan. 

As discussed in response to comment 8.13, the EIR addresses the 
relationship ofthe project to tlie size ofthe subject property. 

8.18 As discussed in response to comments 10.2 and 10.3, the project is not 
requesting an increase in density. The EIR analyzes ihe effects ofthe 
proposed use, using the existing physical conditions ofthe site as the 
baseline for analysis. 
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8.19 

8.20 

8.21 

The DEIR (Pg. 7-1) slates The project would foster population growth and ihe 
construction of additional housing by adding 800 dwelling units. The project tquld houM 
uplol.832fesidenla." 

The Architectural Site Plan Level 1, Entry, Sheet #AI.2 provided by Design Lead, LLP, 
dated February 17, 2006 states "All units plight include a den area " It also stales, "3-
bedtoom unitsjniBhl include a den or become a 4-bedroom unit" The net usable 
residential square footage for this proposed projecl is 1,268,500 sq.ft. 

Given the fact that the DEIR suites "768 new residents" and then states "could house up 
to 1,832 residents." the DEIR needs to clarify these calculations sinw they contradict 
each other. The DEIR needs to provide the fonnula(s) used for adding new residents to 
the community. Also, because the Architectural Site Plan provided by the proposed 
projecl slates that "3-bedroom units might include a den or become a 4-bedroom unit," 
the DEIR needs to address this change with regards to tho number of potential new 
residents. This change could reasonably change the calculation of the number of parking 
spaces needed on the project site. 3-bedroom units require 2.3 parking spaces; it is 
reasonable lo know how many parking spaces are required for 4-bedroom utiils. 

It also would be reasonable for the DEIR to clarify the Visitor parking. The project unit 
total is BOO. the total number of cars is therefore 1,831.75, the total number of cars for the 
sile parking plan is 1,852, the total residents parking is 1.645, and Ihe visitors parking is 
calculated at 15% totaling 209. These figures ore based on required parking in a Campus 
Impact Zone. 

15Hof 1,852 is 279 nol 209. The Site Parking Plan A1.I7 states 237 for visitor parking 
These figures need lo be clarified and the formula used lo arrive al them needs to be 
provided. 

REt 5.2 Traffic and Circulation 

The DEIR {Pg, 5.1-3) lists iwo of Ihe UCP's three development iiHensity goals which 
establish guidelines for the intensity of development in University City. The third goal 
ofthe UCP (Pg 164) which is ESl listed in the DEIR or discussed states "Provide s 
workable circulation avatem which accommodates anticipated IrafTic without reducing 
the Level of Service below "•D". 

The UCP (Pg.163) slates that Ihe "basis for regulating the inlcmity of development is Ihe 
finiie traffic capociiy ofthe projccled circulation system (ftecways snd surface streets)." 

It also stales (Pg. 164) "The development intensity allocations in Table 3 are not iniended 
ps n development right, but are subject to other considerations such as site and bui I din a 
daipL zoning requirements and other limitaitons such as Ihe Navy easements, Ihe 
Comptehensivo Land Use Plan for Miramar, etc." 

8.19 The estimate of 768 "new" residents is based on the 380 additional 
units lhat would be created by converting the hotel lo residential uses. 
While it is true that the total of 800 units would generate an estimated 
population of 1,832, the 1,064 residents exclusive ofthe 768 "new" 
residents were already anticipated upon build out ofthe Costa Verde 
Specific Plan. The population forecast was based on a population per 
household of 2.02 which was generated by SANDAG for the Universily 
Plan area. 

As discussed in response In comment H.9, the parking calculations are 
based on industry standards, which typically do not difTercntiate between 
three-bedrooms and four-bedroom units in regard lo minimum parking 
requirements. 

8.20 The number of parking spaces is determined by City ordinances. 
The projecl must comply with these ordinances. The total parking 
requirement of 1,852 includes 139 spaces which are designated for the 
exclusive use ofthe existing retail uses in Costa Verde to offset the 
parking which is currently used on the project site. The tolal parking 
for project residents would be 1,456. The 15% visitor parking would 
amount lo 257 spaces which brings Ihe total up to the 1,713 spaces 
provided for the project exclusive ofthe 139 spaces for Costa Verde 
Shopping Center use (please see response to comment 81.2). 

8.21 The commenter is correct in noting thai the goal of providing a 
"workable circulation system" was not specifically addressed in the land 
use discussion. The project's traffic impact was addressed in detail in 
the traffic analysis for the project, and was based on adopted policies 
regarding traffic levels of service. (See DEIR Section 5.2). The project's 
traffic analysis concluded that there would be significant unmitigated 
traffic impacts due to the project. 
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As indicated by the commenter at the top of page 7 of the letter, the 
University Community Plan was specifically formulated lo assure a 
workable circulation system by assigning development intensity and 
related ADT allowances to each property in the communily. These limits 
are contained in the Land Use and Development intensity Table (Table 
3) in the Community Plan. As noted earlier, the proposed project would 
not increase the number of ADT generated from the area 47 on Table 
3 which includes the proposed project. Level of Service D was used 
as a significance threshold in the traffic analysis, in accordance with 
the UCP policy. (See DEIR, p. 5.2-15). Thus, although the University 
Community Plan area does experience substantial levels of congestion 
which reduce the "workability" ofthe circulation system, the project 
would not increase the level of traffic anticipated by the Community 
Plan. 
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8.22 

8.23 

8.24 

The UCP (Pg 163) continues the discussion regarding land use and development 
inlensiiies, "In addition lo helping to ensure a workable circulation system, the Land Use 
and Development Intensity Table is meant to ensure a balance of land uses in Ihe 
communily. Projects which differ significantly from Ihe land uses or development 
intensities in Table 3 as delermined by Ihe Planning Director will be found lo be 
incqnsistenl with the communitv plan." 

The DEIR does not discuss or analyze the UCP's goal of a workable circulation system 
nor does it list it as a goal thai pertains to the proposed projecl. It does discuss a shuttle 
system which will be available only to residents. The DEIR (Pg.3-14) states "The 
applicant would provide a free shuttle service for the proposed project, which would 
likely consist of one shuttle bus for use by residents ofthe entire Cosla Verde Specific 
Plan area as well as the La Jolla Crossroads development lo Ibe east ofthe proposed 
project," It also states "The shuttle route may be altered to bctler suil the needs of projecl 
residents." 

The September 1.2D06 letter (rom Oarden Communities to Tim Daly in response to 
Eight Project Assessment Letter indicates that on August 30,2006, ihe Applicant') traffic 
consultant, Kimley-Hom and City staff agreed on Condition #4. page 2, as follows: 

"The application shall provide one 16-passenger bus operating five days a week with 
half-hour frequency to provide free service to UCSD, Scripps Hospital. Sorrento Valley 
Transit Stalion, etc. (mimicking SANDAO's proposed Super loop route) for the Costa 
Verde Specific Plan residents until such rime M it may be replaced crcugmenied by 
SANDAG's Super loop satisfactory to the Citv Enpneer." 

The DEIR does not address Ihe public benefit of this shuttle which is designed only for 
residents ofthe project This shuttle is not really public tronspoitation and it can, and will 
be, replaced or augmented by the proposed Super Loop when it comes on line. The 
shuttle is not a public benefit; it is an exclusive project benefit. 

The DEIR does not include or discuss the "[Ensure) implementation of Council Policy 
600.34, Tramil Planning and Development" which is applicable to development intensity 
and tho proposed project 

8.25 

The DEIR (Pg. 2-9) states "As the proposed projecl would nol increase the number of 
automobile trips generated by the development, (he project would not affect air quality 
planning assumptions of Ihe RAQS and the SIP because these documents are baaed on 
traflic levels for build oul of each Communily Plan Area." 

If the above statement is true, then why on page 2 under the Traffic and Circulation 
section does it say lhat "A total of four romps would be significantly impacted in the 
horizon?" And "...impacts to nearby freeway ramps would remain signiticant and not 
fully mitigated." 

The DEIR (Pg. S-3) states "The hotel alone would result in fewet trips added to the local 
roadways." 

8.22 Please refer to response lo comment 8.21. 

8.23 As indicated on page 3-14 ofthe DEIR, the shuttle would be available 
lo all the residents ofthe Cosla Verde Specific Plan and not Just future 
residents of Monte Verde. Furthermore, the availability ofthe shuttle 
was not factored into the traffic study as a means to reduce traffic 
but rather as a project feature. The shuttle is identified in the project 
description ofthe EIR in the interest of informing the public of ail 
aspects ofthe project. While the traffic impact analysis (Appendix D) 
on pages 11-5 through 11-8 does discuss some vehicle trip reductions 
that may occur at Ihis site as the resull of public transit and proximity lo 
pedestrian access, il does not discount traffic due to the proposed private 
shuttle. To the extent ihe shuttle reduces vehicle trips, the shuttle would 
have a beneficial effect. Nonetheless, the traffic study does not reduce 
trip generation rales to account for the shuttle. 

8.24 Council Policy 600-34 addresses Transit Planning and Development. 
This policy was adopted on May 20, 1986. This policy stales that (he 
intention is to foster a strengthened "transit consciousness" on Ihe part 
of local public planners, administrators, and elected officials, as well 
as the general public. Many, if not all, ofthe impicinentalion strategies 
identified in CP 600-34 have been incorporated in the 1990 University 
City Community Pian, the Costa Verde Specific Plan, and the Monte 
Verde development proposal. 
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8.25 The previous statement refers to the fact lhat the number of ADT would 
not change with the proposed project. With respect to air quality, this 
means that the existing air quality strategies designed lo accommodale 
emissions from planned development within the San Diego Air Basin 
would be unalTectcd. 

The impact of projecl traffic on metered freeway onramps is a 
different issue. Even though the traffic from the project may have 
been anticipated under the Community Plan, this discussion relates to 
the actual impacts ofthe project traffic on the ramps. As discussed in 
this section, project traffic impacts would be significant and not fully 
mitigated by the measures identified in the DEIR. 

RTC-47 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

The DEIR does not explain or sufficienlly analyze why, if Ihe proposed projecl does nol 
Q OR generate increased numbers of trips, then why are there cumulative impacts lo 
" • Z " D intersections and freeway ramps with the impacts to nearby freeway nunps remaining 

signiricanl ond not fully mftigaled. The DEIR also states (Pg. S-3) "Tho hotel alone 
would result in fewer trips added to Ihe local roadways," and the DEtR does not address 
Ihis informolion. 

RE; SJ Visual Efrccts/Wdghhorhood Character 

The DEIR (Pg 6-6) states "While the proposed building heights would exceed those of 
the surrounding area, no other similar height buildings exist or are proposed in the area. 
Therefore, while a direct significant impact has been identified, the project would not 
result in a significant cumulative impact on visual efTecls/neighbarhood character." 

According to the UCP (Pg. 190) "High-rise deveiopment should be compatible in scale lo 
the surrounding areas, particularly lo other high-rise structures." The DEIR (Pg 5.1-22) 
stales Dial "The closest buildings lo the project silo ore the Towers al Cosla Verde to the 
southwest, which are two, 16-slory residenlial towers." The proposed project towers arc 
32-siDry and 35-story towers. (Pg. I) 

In the Urban Design Element of ibe UCP (Pg, 33) slates "The University communily et 
the turn ofthe century is envisioned os a spacious, park-like community with buildings 
and land uses of strong identity both visually and Rmciionolly." It also stales "Sun and 
view enjoyment wi!! continue to be prime design considentions," (Pg. 35) 

The DEIR (Pg. 3-3) stales 'The modem style of archilecture is intended lo be consistent 
with existing Costs Verde projects." Figure 3.2.2. Is a picture of the proposed towen. 

The Strategic Framework Element (adopted 10/2002) states (Pg. 33) "A high quality of 
urban design will achieve the maximum possible integration with the surrounding 
community fabric and Ihe transit system." 

The DEIR does not address sufficiently the visual impact ondtor integration as it relates 
to ihe existing and surrounding neighborhood. The DEIR does not analyze the 
transitional elevation ofthe proposed project lo the current residential housing already on 

8 2 7 ihe 54 acre site. TheDEIRdoesnolcotnporelheheightofexistJnghousingbutcornpares 
the proposed project with high or medium rise commercial buildings. The DEIR does not 
suHiclcntly illustrate how these proposed towers are "consisleat" with the existing Costa 
Verde projects. The DEIR does not identify how the bulk and scale are consistent wiih 
ihe surrounding area. 

8.26 

8.27 

As stated in the previous response, the EIR appropriately analyzes the 
actual impact ofthe 800-unit projecl traffic on roadways including 
freeways. 

The statement that the hotel alternative would generate fewer trips than 
the proposed project is true because this alternative does not include 
the trips from the unused 420 residential units from the existing Costa 
Verde Specific Plan. It was the objective of this alternative to consider 
exclusive use ofthe subject property for Ihe 400-room hotel which 
represents the "no projecl" alternative that would occur if the proposed 
project is not approved. The "no project" alternative is discussed in 
Section 10.1. 

As discussed on DEIR page 5.3-3, the buildings within the immediate 
vicinity ofthe project range from 2 to 21 stories. There is no clear 
"step" from the lower buildings lo the higher buildings. Instead they 
are interspersed throughout the neighborhood. The DEIR concludes 
that the project would not be consistent with the heights of surrounding 
buildings therefore the impact on neighborhood character is significant 
and uninitigabie. 

RTC-48 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

RE! 5.4 Public Fadlilir. and Servkes 

The DEIR (Pg. 2-7) slates "This prqect would be consistent with the City of Villages 
because il would provide muld-family residential in an existing urban node that has a 
significant amount of existing or planned employment sources." 

The DEIR (Pg. 2-7) slates "Furthermore, it would provide much needed mulli-fahuly 
residential and enhance an urban node, as well as meeting goals of several UCP elements 
such as urban design, residential, noise and safely". 

, The DEIR (Pg 2-10) slates "Ihe project site does not have the ability of a full first alarm 
assignment, which consists of three engines and two trucks, to reach the site in a 
prescribed time due to their diilance from the project area. In addition, the engine • 
company at Ihe Eosigoie Mall site is over workload capacity in number of incidents 
handled per year, which necessitates outlying engine companies from distant stations to 
provide service to this areo". 

The DEIR does not identify or analyze how many multi-family residenlial units exist 
8 . 2 8 currently in this urban node, nor does it identify or analyze how many employees octually 

live in the area, would live in Ihe area versus those who commute because Ihe cost of 
^ ^ _ > housing is so high. 

""" The DEIR does nol suITiciently explain how "safety" would be enhanced by this Plan 
Amendment to add additional density. Currently there is only one fire station located at 

R 2 9 Eastgalc Moll, and it does not have the equipment lo put oul a fire in a 390 or 395 foot 
tall building. The DEIR does not identify how this will be miligatod. Building a new fire 
station without the needed equipment or staff will nol mitigate Ihe need The FBA could 
finance the building of a new fire station, but it does not pay for equipment ond staff. 
Without appropriate equipment and staffing the safely ofthe public and resident cannot 
be midgaled 

The DEIR addresses that there is "only 0.6 officers per 1,000 population" (pg. 2-11} and 
"the City's average response lime is 7.3 minutes for emergency calls and 13.1 for Priority 
one colls." (pg 2-11) 

~ ~ The DEIR does not sufficiently analyze the possible impacts of how the safety of these 
added residential units above the adopted community plan would be attainable given the 
current statistics. The DEIR docs not supply the data to review regarding Emergency 

o o n services and Police protection to establish what impact this plan amcnAnent to add 
• density would have on the vital public services. The DEIR does not identify this public 

service as being able to be miligaled. It does nol address the impact lhat the adequate 
lack of these services will create in the urban core and cumulatively. 

I TheUCP{Pg. Instates that "Tl« "quality of life" in new neighborhoods through 
8 . 3 1 provision of adequate public facilides at time of development" The DEIR does not 

sufficiently analyze Ihe possible impacts ofthe lack of adequate public facilities al the 

8.28 As appropriate, the net effect of existing residents and employees is 
taken into account for such things as traffic and public services. The 
commenter is correct that the high cost of housing may contribute to 
increased commute times.-The project would increase the available 
residential housing stock in the UTC area. The project also includes a 
significant affordable housing component. Thus, the project has the 
potential to alleviate the tendency towards long commute times, by 
providing housing close to areas where people work or study. 

8.29 As stated on DEIR page 5.4-8, "in accordance with Sections 15126.2(a) 
and 15382 ofthe CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services 
arc evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical 
change in the environment." Emergency access and response times, 
equipment and staffing are areas of great concern to Ihe City; however, 
arc not physical changes in the environment; therefore, emergency 
services are not analyzed in Section 5.4. The enhancement of public 
safely while also an issue of importance, is also not a CEQA issue. 
While not a CEQA issue, emergency service issues are included as part 
ofthe findings that need to be made for the associated development 
permits. 

For information purposes, the DEIR identifies the potential to contribute 
to the construction of a new fire station in the area. {DEIR, pp. 3-46 
and 3-47). The fire station is not part of the project. If the fire station is 
constructed, it would augment fire and emergency services in the UTC 
area. 
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8.30 The ability ofthe local police or fire facilities to respond to incidents is 
a concern throughout the Ciiy; however, the CEQA analysis focuses on 
physical change in the environmenl. While the fire and police service are 
not considered to be CEQA issues, information regarding these service 
levels is provided so that the City Council can make their decision about 
whether to approve or deny the project with a full understanding of the 
project's effect on these public services. 

8.31 The ability of public services to meet anticipated demand from a 
project is not an environmental issue unless it can be demonstrated lhat 
providing service to a proposed project would resull in a physical change 
in the environment. Such a situation would normally be created when 
a new facility is required and the location ofthe facility is sufficiently 
defined to allow environmental analysis. As stated in Section 5.4.2 of 
the DEIR, no specific physical changes in Ihe environment are directly 
associated with providing public services to the proposed projecl. 
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8.31 
Cont. 

8.32 

time of development "nd the DEIR stales lhat no new public facilities ore foreseeoble or 
allainable concurrently. 

The DEIR (Pg. 6-6) states lhat "While libraries, wastewater services, and parks and 
recreation would exceed capacity ̂  t fesult of tfa pfpjecl. the project would be required 
lo pay appropriate development fees. Thus, no direct or cumulative impacts would 
occur." 

Tho DEIR incorrectly concludes that no significont impact is identified on the library 
services, even though the data it presents show lhat the UCP is already drastically 
deficient in library services and lhat this project would worsen that situation. 

The DEIR Hates that the UCP area already falls 12,000 square feet short ofthe cily's goal 
of .7 square feet of library space per resident, which is a huge shortfall. The DEIR foils 
to state either what the current square footage is or whol the current papulation is. 

The DEIR states that Ihe project's additional residential units would increase this deficit 
by 1,282 square feel, lo 13,282. Then it simply dismisses this impact by claiming thai 
residents will use some other library near their work or school. 

The purpose and objective ofthe proposed project is to provide a variety ofmulli-famjly 
residential types to serve students, military, seniors, and professions) and office workers, 
ond to promote smart growth goals by locating high-density residenlial uses near 
commercial, office, educational and retail uses. The ides is that residents will live and 
work in the same area. 

The purpose and objectives of the proposed project are toniradiclej in ihe DEIR. The 
DEIR (Pg. 5.4.-10) stales "Residenls will often use the library most convenient to them, 
likely one RW work or school, and not necessarily the closest one to their home." The 
DEIR also states (Pg. S.9-10) "Several features of the project would reduce mobile-
emissions. They include the shuttle, the Improved pedestrian access through the site, and 
the localion ofthe project in a mixed-use area, alloying people an oppgrjiyiitv to live. 
work, and shon within walking distance" 

The question that the DEIR does not adequately address is whether the proposed project's 
purpose is to provide residential housing so people can live and work in Ihe community, 
or is the project cmtljng tffl oppoflunitv for people lo live, work, and shop? 

The DEIR states that Ihe provision of adequate libraries Is o facilities financing issue, and 
projecl applicants are required to pay FBA fees. In fact, there are no projects in the FBA 
that will increase the square footage of library space in Ihe UCP. Tlie DEIR docs not 
address the fact that the City of San Diego has drastically cul bock on ihe staffing of 
existing libraries, and there are no current prospects lhat it could staff any additional 
library facilities. 

8.32 As stated on DEIR page 5.4-8, "in accordance with Sections 15126.2(a) 
and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services 
are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical 
change in the environment." Reduced library capacity is not physical 
change in the environment; therefore, library services are not analyzed in 
Section 5.4. 

As with the discussions on fire and police service levels, information 
about the projects effect on library service is provided in order to allow 
the City Council to make an informed decision on the project. 

The comment that "the purpose and objectives ofthe project arc 
contradicted in the DEIR" is noted. Staff believes that while the projecl 
would provide an opportunity for people to live, work, and shop wilhin 
walking distance, not alt ofthe residents would do so. It is possible 
that future residents would prefer lo shop elsewhere and/or would work 
elsewhere, and use library facilities elsewhere. It is true that the City has 
cut back on staffing throughout many City departments. However, these 
cutbacks are budgetary decisions but not CEQA issues. 
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8.33 

The DEIR (Pg. 3-6 and 3-14) stales "The project would have a number of recreational 
opportunities for residenls." 

The UCP stales (Pg. 230) "Urban plazas in ihe Towne Centre, at UCSD and in other 
community centers can also provide a place for recreotionol activilies." 

The DEIR (Pg. 3.4-4) stales "The University City area currently has a 43.66-aEre deficit 
of population-based parkland." 

The DEIR (Pg, J.4-4) also slates "However, the resourced-bssed parks and open space 
area do.npt satisfy population based park standards, and thi;re ye pp future plans lo 
provide such facilities." 

The Cycle Issues Report dated August 9. 2006, #6 states "In view of Ihe sile limitations 
ofthe proposed subdivision, the 6.95 acres of park land will not be required to be tiled 
within the development. Instead, in-lieu park fees shall be paid equivalent to Ihe cost for 
land acquisition, design and construction of 6.95 contiguous, usable acres (maximum 2% 
grade for active recreation) of park land and fflcilities local ed within the half mile service 
radius prescribed in the General Plan for populalion-besed pork land and facililies." 

The Cycle Issues Report also stales (#7) This park land requirement shall not be 
satisfied by open space shown in the proposed site design to serve as pedestrian 
circulation or by private recreation amenities provided for ihe development." 

The Cycle Issues Report, Hi stales "Additionally, the tub divider is required lo provide • 
pro rata share of the cost of a community recreation building and a community swimming 
pool, to be paid as park fees ot the time of issuance of building permits. These fees are to 
be determined by the Park Planning and Development Division based on current 
construction costs at lime of permit issuance." 

The DEIR does not sufficiently address any ofthe Cycle Issues Report conditions for the 
project. The DEIR does nol sufficiently oddress the issue of paying development fees 
and exceeding capacity as a resull ofthe project. Given the fact that there are no ftiture 
plans to provide such facilities, direct and/or cumulative impacts would occur. Given Ihe 
large deficit within the University City community, the DEIR does nol address or analyze 
woys Ihe proposed project will benefll the communily at large. Recreational areas ore 
provided by such institutions as The University of California where community members 
can utilize facililies by paying a fee. The DEIR does not oddress or identify a parcel of 
land thai can be purchased lo fulfill ihe 6,95 acre requiremenl. 

The DEIR(Pg.3-l4) states "The Costa Verde Specific Plan requires the project to provide 
140 square feet of open space per unit, for a tolal of 112,000 square ftel of open spsce." 
It further states "Of ibe 140 square feel of open space per unit. Ihe Specific Plan requires 
e minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space per unit, therefore the project would 
provide a total of 80,000 square feel of usable open space." 

8.33 As indicated on the Cycle Issues Report, items 6, 7 and 8 have been 
checked off, which means that the applicant has complied with these 
items lo the satisfaction ofthe City of San Diego. 

As stated in Cycle Issues Report, item 6, "in-lieu park fees shall be paid 
equivalent lo the cost for land acquisition, design and construction of 
6.95 contiguous, usable acres..." Section 5.4 states that FDA fees would 
be paid. Regarding impact analysis, please refer to response lo comment 
8.32. 
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The DEIR (Pg. 5.1 -8) states "The Community Plan does nol designate any portion of the 
residemia] building site for open space." 

The UCP may not designate open space requirements for Ihe proposed projecl but the 
Costa Verde Specific Plan does have requirements. 

Volume IA, Appendices for the DEIR, Appendix 0.2, Costa Verde Specific Plan Draft 
Amendment (Pg. 12) states "The north-south and east-west promenades will lead to the 
cenler ofthe sile. The central area containing the community open space, food court and 
mall is intended to be the activity center ofthe project The area will have sunny and 
shaded eating areas, umbrella tables and color landscaping. It will be marked by a strong 
vertical erchiteclural element to act as the visual focal point ofthe interior axis streets and 
promenades and it will be visible from Ihe surround public streets." 

The DEIR does not adequately address the public open space for this project. It does not 
state where exactly the required pocket pork or civic green are locaied within the project 
sile. No noise contours ore given in the DEIR nor is the shadow or wind tunnel 
component addressed Of Ibe 80,000 square feet of usable open space required, Ihe PEIR 

o OA incorrectly shows private balconies and private use terraces as open space. If enclosed 
Q • ̂ " recreation areas and common use terraces are not accessible lo the public, then they 

cannot be used as open space. 

The UCP (Pg. 225) discusses open space indicating that it can "serve a wide range of 
functions in the communily" including "the control of urban form or design, and scenic 
or aesthetic eqjoyment." The DEIR does not address Ihis provision ofthe UCP in any 
detail. 

HE; 5 J raleonloloav 

The DEIR (Pg. 6) stales "The project would involve lubstantial grading within 
potentially fossil-bearing geologic formations lo prepare the site fat development which 
may resull in significant impacts to paleontological resources.'* 

The DEIR (Pg. 6) states "With implementation of these actions contained in Mitigation 
Measure 5.5-1, the project's direct impacts on paleontological resourcci would be 
mitigated to below a level of significance." 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.5-1) states "The sile is also underlain by Ihe Scripps Foitnation, 
underlies approximately 25 percent ofthe sile. The Scripps Formation is generally 
known to contain fossil marine invertebrates and has a hi ah fo^sil-bfaring potent jpj. The 
projecl site is also underlain by a small amount of compacted filL" 

The DEIR (Pg. 5,5-1) slotes "Development ofthe project could impact significant 
paleontological resources." It also States "Grading plans for the project would tower the 
Scripps Formation by 80 to 100 feet and would move approximately 176,230 cubic yards 

8.34 The location ofthe pocket park and civic green arc discussed on page 
3-15. The pocket park would be located between Towers B and C 
and Civic Green area would be provided at the base ofthe proposed 
pedestrian bridge over La Jolla Village Drive. The locations were 
inadvertently left off of the Figure 3.2-7A (Conceptual Landscape Plan). 
It is anticipated that the pocket park would be approximately 4,000 
square feet and the civic green would be about 17,000 square feet. 

Please refer to response to comment 8.14 for a discussion of wind tunnel 
effect. 

The 80,000 square feet of useable open space is required for the residenls 
ofthe project. It is not public open space. The project's useable open 
space requirements are achieved by combining upper balconies with 
lower level areas protected with noise barriers. 

The project applicant is not required by the UCP to provide public 
recreation areas within the development. Nevertheless, the project docs 
include landscaped areas within the development which would be open 
to the public along with the elevated walkways through the project. 

Noise contours are illustrated in Figures 5.6-3 and 4 ofthe DEIR. The 
shadowing effects within and surrounding the project site are shown in 
Figures 5.13-1 through 5.13-3. 
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of Ihis formation. The Lindavista Formation would be lowered by SO to 100 feel ond 
would involve excavation of approximately 293,750 cubic yards of material." 

Given the fact that substantial grading (176,250 cubic yards of dirt and 293,750 cubic 
yards of dirt) and the Scripps Formaiion has a hiph potential for significont 
paleontological resources to be unearthed, it is unclear why a "site specific records 
search" (Pg. 3.5-3) will only be completed after project approval bol prior to the start of 
construction. The DEIR needs lo address any pertinent infoimalion concerning the 
probability of discovery during grading activities. 

The DEIR does not adequately address or analyze the potentially significanl 
paleontological impacts. The Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting program is designed 
to deal with the probobililics ofdiscovery during construction. The DEIR does not 
identify areas to be monitored or analyze the possible impacts on the environment 

Q OC suITiciently prior lo projecl approval. 

The DEIR in order to be thorough and extremely attentive to accuracy and detail needs lo 
complete and discuss a site specific records search as well as staling any information 
regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). The DEIR needs to 
address priorto Ihe Final EIR conditions such es depth of excavation in detail and lila 
graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources thai may reduce or increase the 
polential Tor resources to be present 

Th: DEIR c^tot stats correctly uial "[Pjpotential impacts to paleontological resources 
would be reduced to below a level of significance through implementation ofthe 
fallowing mitigation measure" (Pg. 5.5-2) because the DEIR docs not verify or discuss 

— prior lo project approval Ihe identification and analysis of potential impacts. 

HE! 3.6 Noise 

The DEIR noise analysis concludes that the ground-level open space is above the noise 
levels in excess ofthe City's 6SdB(A) CNEL standard for exlcrior residenlial usable 
areas (without mitigaling noise barriers, which would be required to be 3 foot tall walls to 
be elTective). In combination with shadowing and the wind tunnel effect this may be very 
significant, because Ihe project would essentially render publicly accessible spaces 

8 3 6 unusable (45,000 ft.', which includes ihe fourth level terraces). This cannot possibly be 
compensated by the open space available to the residents at the upper levels ofthe 
buildings (private balconies), and the roofs ofthe buildings (35,000 fl1). As a result, at 

,, grade the projecl would be o fotbidding and unpleasant environment 

RE: 9.7 Blolorical Resources 

With regards to Ihe offsite sewer improvemenl Ihe DEIR (Pg, 7) states "With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.7-1 through 5.7-7, direct Impacts lo sensitive 
habitats wouldbereducedtobelowa levelof significance." The DEIR (Pg. 8) further 

8.35 

8.36 

DEIR page 5.5.3 states that "verification" ofthe completed specific 
records search is required, not that Ihe search would only be completed 
after project approval but prior to the start of construction, as indicated 
in this comment. The site specific records search has already been 
conducted, therefore prior to the start of construction verification of 
the completed search would be given to the Mitigation Monitoring 
Coordinator, as specified in Mitigation Measure 5.5-1. The probability 
ofdiscovery during grading activilies is discussed in tlie existing 
conditions of Section 5,5. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 is required for the entire project site and 
offsite sewer improvement. Project impacts such as depth of excavation 
are discussed on pages 5.5-1 and 5.5-2. As the DEIR has identified 
potential significant impacts and provided adequate mitigation, impacts 
are appropriately detennined to be below a level of significance after 
miiigation. 

This comment is noted. 
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8.37 

8.38 

8.39 

8.40 

8.41 

slates "Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.7-8 through 5,7-11 would reduce direct 
impacts lo sensitive species to below a level of significance." 

It Is apparent that Ihe DEIR assumes thai Mitigation Measures will restore the disturbed 
iirea(s). Since the DEIR (Pg. 5.7-2) states "It should be noted thai Ihe Diegan coastal -
sage scrub located along the north and western borders of Rose Creek are part of a -
previous restoration project, then the DEIR must address end analyze the success'of the 
previous restoration projecl In addition, the Diegan coastal sage scrub located at the 
southeastern comer of the study area is a restoration area," 

The DEIR acknowledges that a previous restoration area currently exists in the proposed 
project area but it fails to analyze the success ond/or failure of previous restoration. 

Because eleven vegetation communities, 82 plant species, five sensitive plant species, 
fourteen species of birds, the msjority of habitat ensile categorized as welland, and the 
(kct that Rose Canyon functions as a wildlife corridor, the DEIR is insufficient because it 
does not address or analyze in detail bow these environmental existing conditions will be 
protected and furthered by the Mitigation Measures proposed 

The DEIR not only needs to adequately address the issue of whether the proposed project 
would resull in impacts to sensitive hobilots or wildlife corridors, but il needs to measure 
how well past mitigation has protected this area. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-9) states "The desert cottonlail was the only mammalian species 
detected onsite, likely due lo the fact that most native mammal species are primarily 
nocturnal and not easily observed diving diurnal surveys." Since il is imponant lo know 
exactly how many wildlife species could be afTected by this project, the DEIR is deficient 
because no surveys were done at the appropriate time, dusk or evening. No explanation 

, for this is given in the DEIR. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-17) states "No focused protocol surveys were performed for the 
coastal California gnatcatcher, however previous surveys in (he area identified two 
male/female pain approximately 0.5 mile west ofthe study area in Rose Canyon 
therefore, Ihe gnatcatcher delected onsite is suspected to be a dispersing juvenile." 

' The DEIR is insufTlcient because no focused protocol surveys were perfbrmed and the 
DEIR docs not state ihe reasons why Ihese surveys were not done which would have 
updated the current conditions of the project area. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-28) states "A small population of decumbent goldenbush is located 
within the construction easement of Alignment #3. near Manhole "5." Tho DEtR also 
stales "Decumbent goldenbush does not hove a federal or state listing; however, it has a 
CNPS rating ofLisl IB, which is classified as rare or endangered in California and 
elsewhere. However, decumbent goldenbush is too common in Son Diego County 
(primarily within mid and south county) to warrant a CNPS listing status, and should be 
deleted (Reiser 2001). In addition this variety is not addressed wilhin the Jepson Manual 

8.37 Please refer to response to comment 87.22. The mitigation site achieved 
the 5-year success criteria in 1999 and the DEIR adequately describes 
the present environmental setting and impacts to the mitigation sile. 

8.38 As indicated in the MSCP Consistency discussion on page 45-48 ofthe 
Biological Resources Report (Appendix Ii). the project is an allowed, 
compatible use within the MHPA as it is in compliance wiih the Subarea 
Plan's General Planning and Design Guidelines. As described on page 
46 and 47 under the Policies section, the project has been redesigned 
such that impacts arc minimized to the greatest extent possible and 
mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce impacts to a 

level below significance and thus protect the existing environmental 
condiiions. In addition, the mitigation sile would be protected via the 
implementation ofthe Protection and Notice Element and Management 
Element sections ofthe biology report (page 61), 

8.39 Wildlife corridor impacts are discussed in Section 5.7.2 ofthe EIR. As 
discussed in response to comment 8.37, the performance of other projecl 
mitigation activities is outside the scope ofthe subject project. 

8.40 Biological inventories arc generally subject to various limitations, as 
stated on page 14 within the General Survey Limitations section of 
Appendix H. However, literature reviews (previous projects wilhin 
Rose Canyon) and CNDDD searches were performed lo compensate for 
potential limitations. Per page 36, Thresholds of Significance section. 
"The goal of this analysis is to identify potential impacts ofthe offsite 
sewer project to sensitive biological resources and to other significant 
biological resources as determined by the CEQA process." Based on 
the on-site conditions, literature review, and CNDDB searches, the 
project biologists prepared Tables 4-7. Present/Potentially present 
sensitive species. Thus, based on the results additional surveys were not 
required to achieve the goal ofthe biological document. The biological 
report addresses impacts to sensitive species on the following pages: 
44 (Sensitive Species Impacts), 45 (Wildlife Corridor Impacts/Indirect 
Impacts), 47 (Lighting/Noise), and 48 (Invasives/Drainage and Toxics). 
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8.41 Coastal California Gnatcatchers (CAGN) are known to be located within 
and adjacent lo ihe study area as stated on page 30 of Appendix II. Thus, 
this species is assumed to be present at Ihe site. The biology report has 
addressed Ihis issue by including the last miiigation measure on page 
55 and Mitigation Measure 5.7-8 ofthe DEIR. This mitigation measure 
applies regardless of whether the CAGN is actually present, because 
presence is assumed. Protocol-level surveys may be required in order 
to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of wildlife protection agencies, the 
absence of a species. Because the presence ofthe species is assumed 
in this case, protocol-level surveys would not provide meaningful 
information. 
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(Hickman 1993). Therefore, Ihe loss of a small population consisting of seven plants is 
not expected to be a significant loss." 

The DEIR does not adequately define the location ofthe decumbent goldenbush wilhin 
San Diego County. Is the project area located in the mid or south county; or is it 
considered north county? 

Whether or not the decumbent goldenbush should be deleted or not from the CNPS 
8 . 4 2 listing is not relevant to Ihe DEIR study. The DEIR's purpose is lo analyze whether ihe 

proposed project would result in a reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of plants or animals. • 

The DEIR does not adequately study or analyze whether or not Ihe reduction of seven 
plants is signiticant or not. The DEIR assumes because the status of this species is poorly 
understood and additional taxonomic work is necessary to assess the different varieties 
lhat a more in depth analysis is not necessary. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-10) states "According to SANDAO CIS data, the offsite sewer is part 
of a Core Resource Area. Rose Canyon functions as a wildlife corridor supporting 
movement of individuals from within Rose Canyon to open space eastward and into San 
Clemente Canyon and vice verso (Figure 5.7-4)," The DEIR (Pg, 5.7-22) also states 
"Installation ofthe sewer across the tributary drainage under Options 2B (1) or 2B (2) 
could affect wildlife movement to and from Rose Canyon" The DEIR (Pg.5.7-22) 
further slates "Although the tributaiy leading into Rose Creek supports movement of 
individuals, from the tributary to Rose Canyon. Ihe tributaiy is bound to Ihe north by 
residential development and thus is nol considered to be locaied within the main wildlife 
corridor." 

I The obove statements contradict eoch other. Because"IheimpoctoftheofFsilCBeweron 
8 . 4 3 l^e MHPA area is considered significant" (DEIR, Pg. 5.7-2 IX the DEIR must be accurate 

with statements mode when trying to mitigale or ovoid significant impacts, 

REtSJUislorlcalResonrcta 

The DEIR (Pg. 5,8-1) states "The projecl site is a graded, paved lot, and there are no 
cultural resources onsite, therefore no analysis ofthe project sile was prepared." 

Wiih reference to the existing conditions and history of Rose Conyon, the DEIR stoles 
(Pg. 3.8-1) "Governor Gaspar de Portola and Friar Froncisco Junipero Serra were the first 
European explorers of Rose Canyon and in 1769, noted that there was a large Native 
American population in the area." 

The DEIR (Pg 5.8-2) States "This lite (CA-SDI-4956) appeara to have been destroyed by 
the development of University City High School." 

8.42 The biological report (Appendix H) addresses impacts to decumbent 
goldenbush on page 44, 1st paragraph under ihe Sensitive Species 
Impacts section. Per CEQA (page 36 ofthe Biological Resources), a 
project may have a significant effect on the environment if: "The project 
has the potential to substantially degrade the quality ofthe environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish and wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or reslrict 
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species, or eliminate 
important examples ofthe major periods of California history or 
prehistory." 

The loss of seven individuals would not threaten to eliminate the plant 
community or reduce the number or restrict the range ofthe species 
and is therefore not considered a significant impact. However, the 
revegetation palette includes Isocoma. The seeds to be used would 
be collected locally. After review ofthe project site on maps, the sile 
would be considered to be located within the boundary between mid and 
south county. Subsequent to public review ofthe DEIR, the applicant 
has agreed to undertake a one-time transplantation of any decumbent 
goldenbush within the disturbance area of the sewer work, using the best 
available practices under the supervision of a restoration biologist (see 
FEIR page 5.7-28). 

8.43 As stated on page 36 (2nd paragraph) ofthe biological report (Appendix 
11), impacts within the MHPA are considered significant. However, 
all project impacts would be reduced to a level below significance. 
The tributary leading into Rose Creek is bordered to the north by 
development; thus, is not considered lo be located within the main 
wildlife corridor. The projecl impacts would be reduced lo a level 
below significance as described on page 45 within the Wildlife Corridor 
Impacts section of the DEIR. 
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8.44 

8.45 

8.46 

The DEIR (Pg, 5.8-2) states "This site (CA-SD1-80B7) oppears to have been destroyed by 
urban development" 

Given the fact that a large Native American population was known to live in the area ond 
that Ihe project site wilt remove 593.000 cubic yards of soil, and that historical sites have 
already been destroyed in Ihe area. Ihe DEIR Is Insufficient because it assumes that, 
because the projecl site is a paved lot, that no cultural resources could be found onsite. 
The DEIR needs to identiiy and analyze historic maps to determine if early historic 
resources exist or existed on the project site 

With regards to the offsile sewer improvements ossocioted with tho project, (DEIR, Pg. 
5.8-6) "(AjorchoeDlogical site CA-SDI-12556 remains largely undisturbed." The DEIR 
(Pg, 5.8-6) stales "In order lo mini mire disturbance lo the resource, the sewer line would 
be installed by jacking and boring beneath the railroad line and site CA-SDI-12556," 
The DEIR also states, 'The final determination as to Ihe impact ofthe relocation ofthe 
sewer on this archaeology site cannot be determined until final design. In the absence of 
precise informnlion relating to the efTect of jacking and boring on CA-SDI-I2S56, it is 
assumed the impact would be significant given the fact Ihe site is considered significanl 
under CEQA Guidelines." 

The DEIR is Insuflicient in lhat it puts off until after project approval the data recovery 
program which will include only up to 15 percent ofthe area to be impacted and that the 
area in which data recovery occurs shall be based on Ihe final sewer improvemenl plans. 
The DBIR is iniufficirnt boosuse the qualified orchaeologiat will noi review the final 
construction plan to determine the area of potential impact until the project is approved. 

The DEIR does not verify or discuss prior to project approval the identification and 
analysis of potential impocts ofthe relocation ofthe sewer because determination connol 
be realized until final design. The identification and analysis of polential impacts ofthe 
relocation of the sewer is essential given the fact lhat the DEIR (Pg. S. 1-19) stales 
"Historical Resource Regulations are intended to preserve, protect, and if needed, restore 
the historical resources of San Diego." Further, historical resources include important 
archaeological sites and traditional cullural properties even if limited encroachment is 
allowed. The DEIR does not identify or analyze sufficiently whether or not the 
relocation ofthe sewer will be limited in nature or substantial. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.1-20) states "Development may be permitted to encroach into areas 
containing important archaeological sites if necessary lo achieve a reasonable 
development area, wilt) up to 25 percent encroachment into any important archaeological 
site allowed." 

The DEIR is insufficient with regards to acceptable encroachment because il does not 
define "reasonable development" and Ihe necessary measures lo mitigate for the panial 
polential loss ofthe resource as a condition of approval using a Neighborhood 
Development Permit or Site Development Permit is not studied prior to projecl approval. 

16 

8,44 

8.45 

8.46 

As indicated on page 2-1 ofthe DEIR, the area beneath the proposed 
development site has been previously mass graded. Any resources that 
may have been present on the site would have been removed during Ihe 
prior grading operations. Thus, Section 5.8 ofthe DEIR appropriately 
concludes thai no cultural resources are located on the development site. 

It is standard procedure at the City to require that salvage and/or 
protection of up to 15% identified resources occur after circulation of 
the EIR and projecl approval but prior to issuance of any permit (e.g. 
grading pennit) that could result in direct impacts to the resources. The 
sewer relocation is shown n Figure 5.7-3B. Regardless of whether 
the area of effect is considered to be limited or substantial, the EIR 
has identified significant impacts to cultural resources and proposed 
a mitigation program to reduce the impacts to below a level of 
significance. • 

The encroachment allowance provided by the Environmentally Sensitive 
Lands Regulations relative to the archaeology site is addressed on page 
5.1-25 ofthe DEIR where it is concluded lhat the encroachment would , 
not exceed the 40 percent allowance which includes the additional 15% 
because the sewer line is considered an essential public service. 
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8.47 

8.48 

8.49 

8.50 

8.51 

EEiMAlrPwiWy 

The Giroux report on pages 18 and 19 forecast lower levels of ROG and CO emissions in 
2011 and 2012. These forecasts ore not addressed in detail in the DEIR and more 
analysis is needed to subalanltate the above forecast The DEIR Is insuflicient because 
the health effects related to, aggravation of respiratory and cardio- vascular disease, 
irritation ofthe eyes, impairment of cardio-pulmonary function, and plant leaf injury are 
not Ailly and completely discussed or analyzed. 

The DEIR is insuflicient because the conclusions ltd out the Air Quality significant 
impacts of CO and ROO based on questionable traflic assumptions. Any additional 
traffic trips will cause further degradation of air quality and will be detrimental to the 
health of cunenl and future residents, workers and visitors. No financial overriding 
considerations can mitigate the health of all residents in the University City community. 

The DEIR (Pg, 5.9-8) stales "Onsite diesel-powered construction equipmem would create 
gaseous and paniculate tailpipe emissions lhat are not regulated by smog control rules 
such as for on-rood sources. Recent new rules for off-road equipment have been adopted, 
but they apply to future new equipment purchases and not to the historical ofT-road 
equipment likely to be used during site grading for Ihe proposed project," 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.9-8) stales "Emissions from onsite heavy equipment operations would 
not exceed Ihe daily emissions activity significance thresholds." 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.9-9) states "PM-10 emissions would approach, but not exceed Ibe 
thresholds." 

The DEIR is inadequate because is does not acknowledge that ihe use of ollemative 
fueled equipment could be used to reduce emissions even more. The DEIR does not 
require that 90-day-low-NOx tune ups for off road equipment be required during grading 
and construction which would reduce emissions. The DEIR does not limit the allowable 
idling to five minutes for trucks and heavy equipment which would reduce emissions. 
These requirements would result in air emissions reduction that would limit the short 
term Impacts of exhaust. The DEIR Is insuflicient with Ihese regards because it does not 
address these controls or their possibility. Combined daily emissions during grading and 
construction that would be generated by the proposed project ond the proposed sewer 
project improvement need to be examined in more detail because approaching but not 
exceeding the thresholds is significant. 

With regards to finishing the buildings which include application of paint and outdoor 
architectural coatings, Ihe DEIR is insufficient because a detailed description of 
compliance with the VOC coating limitations is not given. The DEIR (Pg. 5.9-10) stales 
"Although ROG emissions are shown to exceed the daily threshold, adherence lo Rule 67 
would reduce emissions lo less than the Ihreshold" Rule 67 is not stated in the DEIR 

8.47 Lower emission levels are the result of improvements to automobile 
emission controls which are mandated by federal regulations and the 
removal of older, less efficient cars from the roadways. 

8.48 The number of trips generated by the proposed projecl would be minor in 
terms ofthe automobile emissions already occurring in the communily. 
As discussed on pages 5.9-10 and 11 ofthe DEIR, mobile-source 
emissions levels would not result in significanl emissions levels. 

8.49 As discussed above, no direct impacts would occur from the project. 
Although the traffic forecast assumptions are considered appropriate, any 
change would not translate into a substantial change in the effect ofthe 
project's automobile emissions. 

8.50 The construction emissions generated by the proposed project do not 
warrant project-specific mitigation measures. City staff agrees that the 
suggested measures may reduce emissions. However, mitigation can 
only be required to reduce significant impacts. As no significant impact 
was identified, the City cannot impose these measures. 

8.51 Rule 67 was established by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
lo reduce the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) released 
into the air during applicaiion of architectural coatings such as paint. 
The rule states: 

Except as provided in Subsections (h)(2), (d)(2), (d)(3), and (d)(5), no 
person shall: 

(i) manufacture, blend, or repackage for sale within San Diego 
Counly; 
(ii) supply, sell, or offer for sale within San Diego Counly; or 
(iii) solicit for application or apply within San Diego Counly, 

any architectural coating with a VOC content in excess 
ofthe corresponding limits specified in Table I after the 
specified effective dales. 

Rule 67 (see Table below) does not require the use of pre-coatcd building 
materials. Nor docs il stale a minimum quantity of paint which may be 
applied per unit. The use of HPLV paint applicators is nol mandated. 
Up to 200 grams per liter of VOC is allowed for paint. No standard is 
established by Rule 67 for ROG. 
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8.51 
Cont. 

8.52 

8.53 

Does Rule 67 require thai the project applicant prepare a paint phasing plan stimulBting 
that a maximum of 100 gallons of low VOC point be applied to the dwelling units pet 
day? 

Does Rule 67 require using pre-coaled building materials? Does it require using high 
pressure-low volume (HPLV) paint appticalors with fifty percent efliciency? And does it 

, require using lower volatility flat pain with 100 grams ofROO per liter or less? 

REiSJOIlvdnHogy 

The Hydrology section ofthe DEIR (Pg. 3.10-5} slates "The existing storm drain plans 
indicate a design flow of S.9 cfs Ihrough the project site; therefore development ofthe 
site would increase the peak runoff rate by roughly 9.7 cfs." 

' The praposed project will diicharge additional pollutant] into an already impaired water 
body, and yet the DEIR fails to sufficiently analyze Ibe extent ofthe increased pollutani 

. discharge crested by the proposed project and the cumulative effect on the environment 

REt 5.11 Water Quality 

The DBIR (Pg 5.11 -1) stales "Surface water quality in the Miramar HA is considered to 
he poor due to urtwn runoff related to automobile discharge of hydrocarbons (oil and 
grease) as well as antifreeze, tire rubber and heavy metal) (rom brake linings, frtowever. 
ihe surface water is not considered seriously degraded" 

The DEIR (Pg 5.11-1) states "The Miramai-HA ultimately drains into Mission Bay. 
Mission Bay is listed on the EPA's 303(d) list of impaired wtifwavs. In addition, the 
mouth of Rose Canyon was listed for eutrophic and lead indicators." 

' The DBIR sites the above existing conditions but does nol define or adequately discuss 
(he verbiage "poor", "impaired waterways" or why the "surface water is not considered 
seriously degraded." The DEIR does not evaluate these current condition* with regards 
to the proposed projects addition of automobiles and how the additional automobiles will 

_ impact the environment 

With regards to the Basin Plan (Pg. 5,11-3) which provides water quality objectives and 
identifies beneficial uses for surface waters within the Miramar HA, Ihe DEIR states 
"The only potential beneficial use for ground wttei in the vicinity of tho project is 
industrial service supply." It then states, Tn addition to the beneficial uses for surface 
water wilhin the projecl area, the ultimate destination of surface runoff from the projecl. 
Mission Bay, has a number of beneficial uses including an emphasis on recreation and 
wildlife resources including marine life." 

The DEIR slates that Mission Bay is en impaired waterway and that the only potcniial 
use for proymd yaler in the project vicinity is industrial service supply. 

8.52 The discussion of potential urban pollutants contained in the EIR is 
consistent with the potential for impact. 

8.53 The project would be required to comply with all state and local 
stormwater regulations. In compliance with the standards Ihrough the 
project elements described wilhin the EIR would preclude direct and 
cumulatively considerable water quality impacts. 
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8.54 

8.55 

The Raqdpm House Webslet'a College pjclionarv (Copyrighl 2000) defines "ground 
water" as "Ihe water beneath ihe surface ofthe ground, the source of spring and well 
water (Pg. SB I)." Tho DEIR defines "surface water" as urban runoff related to rain but it 
does not define "ground water" nor does it discuss this condition. These two termi are 
not synonymous for they do not Imply Ihe same idea. Ground water is not part ofthe 
Basin Plan water quality objectives. The DEIR discusjes surface water beneficial uses 
not ground water but the DEIR conclude) that there is a potential ground water beneficial 
use in the projecl vicinity. 

Furlher, the DEK (Pg. 5.11-2) concludes "freneficial uses" for yjfrce waler within the 
project area, yet does QQ! identify them. The DBIR does recognize thai the "ulthnsle 
destination of surface runofT is Mission Bay which apparently has a number of 
beneficial uses "including an emphasis on recreation and wildlife resources including 
marine life" even though the DEIR acknowledges Mission Bay is an impaired waterway. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.11-6) states "Long-term use ofthe property would generate polential 
water pollutants related to Ihe use of pesticides and herbicides on landscape areas, trash 
and automobile by-products such as oil, grease, brake linings and fuel. These malerials 
would be picked up in runofT and discharged info downstream areas and, ultimately 
Mission Bay, where they would contribute to existing water pollutant levels which 
adversely affect humans, plants, end animals associated with Ihe bay." 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.11-7) states "Significant long-term water quality impacts would be 
picciuded through adherence lo State and City water quality standards and -
implemenlation ofthe controls identified in the project's Waler Quality Technical Report 
(Appendix L)." 

These mandated controls do not preclude Ihe creation of runoff pollution. If they did. 
Mission Bay would not be considered en impaired water body today. Tho DEIR fails lo 
sufficiently analyze the extent ofthe increased pollutant runoff created by Ihe proposed 
project and Ihe cumulative effect on the environment. 

RE! 5.12 Geologic Conditions 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-5) states "Although the relative risk of geologio hazards at the 
project site are indicaled to be nominal or low. the scope and localion of the project 
warrant an evaluation as contained in Ihis section." 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-3) states "The project site and offsite sewer area are considered lo be 
in a seiatnicallv-pctlye area, as is most of southern California, and is likely to be 
aubiccled lo moderate to sttona. seismic shaking during the life ofthe proiect. No active, 
potentially-active or inactive faults are known lo exist on the site or in Ifee iipmeiflaK 
yfcinity. and none were observed during Ihe field investigation." 

According to Oeocon, Inc., which is the geotechnical consultant forthe proposed project, 
states (Pg 1 May 17, ZOOS Report) "The study area for ibe offsite sewer line extends 

8.54 As discussed on DEIR page 5.11-2, the only beneficial use for 
groundwater in ihe area is industrial service supply, according to 
the Basin Plan, As this use does not depend on the quality ofthe 
groundwater, no further analysis is required. 

8.55 The comment that application of mandator}' urban runoff controls to new 
development would not avoid impacts to Mission Bay is true. However, 
this is primarily due to Ihe amount of existing urban runofT sources 
which arc not subject to recent laws and regulations. 
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8.56 

8.57 

8.58 

approximately 3,200 feet to the north. 4.000 feet to the south, 1,400 feet to the east, and 
850 feet to the west" 

The DEIR (Pg, 5.12-5) stales "Located approximately three miles west of Ihe site and 2.3 
miles from Ihe oftsile sewer improvement, the Rose Canyon Fault is the closes! known 
pstjve fault." The DEIR also states The results ofthe seismicity analysis indicate that 
Rose Canyon Fault Zone is the dominant source of polential ground motion at the she. 
The Rose Canyon Fault has a maximum credible (upper bound) Magnitude of 7.2 and is 
considered to be representative ofthe potential for seismic ground shaking wilhin the 
property." 

According to the study conducted by Geocon. be. (Pg. 4 May 17.2005 Study) 
"Earthquakes thai might occur on the Rose Canyon Fault or other faults within the 
soulhem California and northern Bqja California area are potential generators of 
significant ground motion at the site." The report also slates The results ofthe 
seismicity analyses indicate lhat Ihe Rose Canyon Fault is the dominant source of 
potential ground motion at the site." 

The DBIR is insuflicient with regards to the evaluation ofthe relative risk(s) of geologic 
hazards because the DEIR contradicts facts. The projecl site and offsile sewer area are in 
a seismically-active area (Rose Canyon Fault) and the DBIR determined that the project 
site was not in the immediate vicinity of a potentially-active fault 

The DEIR is insuflicient because it does not analyze the effects of a 7.2 magnitude 
earthquake on the proposed project, nor does it compare the proposed development in 
accordance with the Community Plan for a 40O-room hotel. The proposed project intends 
lo build 4 towers ranging from 32 to 33 stories whereas Ibe approved community plan 
would be a 14 story hotel. The DEIR does not addreu at all the building structure 
differences when discussing if the proposed project exposes people or property to 
geologic hazards such as earthquakes. 

The City's significance threshold] and geologic impacts (DEIR, Pg. 5.12-6) does stale 
that potential lignillcant impacts to "people" and "structures" needs to be analyzed. 
There is no such analysis, Ihe DEIR only slates (Pg 3.12-45) "Expose people or stmctures 
to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure or similar 
hazards:" 

8.59 

In order for the proposed project and/or its allematives to be adopted in place ofthe 
development in accordance with the approved Communily Plan, the significant potential 
impacts such as earthquakes which require the decision maker lo make the finding that 
the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts becauie of specific overriding 
considerations must be measured, anelyred. and substantiated in Ihe record. This 
criterion cannot be met because the DEIR does not address how the signiricanl effect of 
an earthquake might be avoided or mitigated sufficiency. There is no discussion in the 
DEIR with regards to proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction 
practices. 

20 

8.56 The DEIR on page 5.12-5 states that "The project sile and offsite sewer 
area are considered lo be in a seismically-active area...", and that no 
active faults are located within the immediate vicinity ofthe project as 
the nearest fault, Rose Canyon Fault, is located approximately 3 miles 
west ofthe site and 2.5 miles from the offsile sewer improvement. 

8.57 As discussed in Section 5.12, earthquake design in accordance with 
the Uniform Building Code requirements would safeguard the project 
against major structural failures. Uniform Building Codes are required 
regardless ofthe height ofthe building. The DEIR includes a discussion 
ofthe risk of earthquakes or other seismic events al the site. (DEIR, 
Section 5.12). The commenter is correct that a magnitude of 7.2 is 
considered the maximum credible magnitude earthquake at the site. The 
project would be designed to withstand an earthquake. (DEIR, p. 5.12-

7)." 

8.58 Adetailed analysis of this issue is nol necessary, because the project is 
required to comply with the Unifonn Building Code. As slated on page 
5.12-7, "earthquake design in accordance with the currently adopted 
Uniform Building Code would safeguard the project against major 
structural failures and loss of life." 

8.59 As discussed in response to comment 8.57, the project would conform 
lo the requirements ofthe Uniform Building Code (UBC), which require 
proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction 
practices. The threat of seismic activity on the project site is not 
sufficiently high to expect that the standard UBC requirements would not 
be adequate. 
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8.59 
Cont. 

8.60 

8.61 

Even though it is recognized that seismic design ofthe proposed structures ahould be 
performed in accordance with Ihe Uniform Building Code (UBC) guidelines currently 
adopted by the City of San Diego, the purpose ofthe DEIR is to ideniify and analyze the 
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the lignificant effects ofthe 
proposed projecl might be avoided or mitigated. 

The final delenninBtion as to the impact of an earthquake cannot be determined until final 
design which is put off until project approval even though the DEIR ascertains that the 
potential exists. 

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-^) slates "The potential for liquefaction and seismically-induced 
settlement exists for Ihe soulhem portion ofthe offsite sewer area wilhin the alluvium." 

The DBIR (Pg. 5.12-7) slates "Uquefaction could occur in alluvium located along the 
southern portion ofthe olfiile sewer line," 

According lo Geocon, Inc. (Pg 1 May 17. 2003 Report) "Based on our review of 
referenced documents and observations during our site reconnaissance, the ofTsile tewer 
study area is underlain bv alluvium and formational materials ofthe Lindavista and 
Scripps Formations." 

The Oeocon. Inc, report states (Pg.5 May 17,2005 Report) "Liquefaction typicslly occurs 
when a site is located in a zone with seismic activity, onsile soil is cohesionleM. 
groundwater is encountered within 50 feet of the surface, and soil relative densities are 
less than about 70 perocnt. If all four previous crileria are met, a seismic event could 
resull in a rapid pore-water pressure increase from the earthquake-generated ground 
accelerations. The potential for liquefaction and sciimically Induced settlement 
occurring within the site soil exists at the southern portion ofthe site within Ihe 
alluvium." 

Given lhat the DEIR acknowledges that the offsite sewer Study area is underlain by 
alluvium and that the potential for liquefaction exists at the southern portion ofthe lite 
wilhin Ihe alluvium, the DEIR docs not sufficiently or specifically address any 
mitigation, monitoring, and/or reporting that would ensure thai the potential direct 
impacts of an earthquake would be less than significant 

RE: S.13 Light. Glare and Shading 

The DEIR fails to quantify the extent to which the open space that needs to be provided 
by the Projecl (112.000 ft.* total. 80,000 ft' usable) is shadowed by the buildings - the 
buildings are tall and the space between them is narrow (viz Ihe so-called pocket park!); 
therefore, il is likely lhat the usability of this open-space will be signiUcanlly inteifcted 
with by the shadow cast by the buildings. The DEIR needs to provide a calculation of Ihe 
total time that this space will be exposed to the sun during the day. This analysis needs to 
be provided for all project allematives, 35 stories, 30 stories, and 21 stories. The usability 

21 

.60 The offsile sewer would be conslructed in accordance with City 
standards. The design would incorporate elements (e.g., double ball 
joints) to help the pipeline withstand earth movement. Adherence to City 
design standards would preclude impacts; therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary. 

8.61 Please refer to response to comment 8.34. CEQA does not require that 
project alternatives be analyzed at an equal level of detail. It is self 
evident that struclures with fewer stories would create less shading than 
that shown in Figures 5.13-1 through 5.13-3. 
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8.63 

8.64 

8.65 

8.66 

8.67 

8.68 

8.69 

ofthe open-space will also be significantly affected by the air movement (wind tunnel 
effect) around and between the tall buildings. These two effects, shadowing and 
excessive wind disturbance, combined, will render the required usable open space 
unusable. This combined effect needs to be investigated in depth. The wind tunnel effect 
fn combination with Ihe noise impacts will degrade the open space requirement mating 
Ihe project unable to meet the Cily's requirement of usable, public open space. 

RE: 3.14 Enerav Conservation 

The Monte Verde EIR 'Table of Contents" (Pg i) lists Energy Conservation as 5.14. yet 
there is QQ Energy Conservation section in the DEIR hard copy provided, thus the UCPG 
Executive Committee is unable to review and comment. 

RE: 6.0 Ci^ulallve Impact? 

The DEIR (Pg. S-39) stales "Cumulative impacts found not to be significant Land use, 
waler quality, visual effects/neighborhood character, noise, air quality, geologic 
conditions, paleontological resources, hydrology, energy conservation, light, glare and 
shading, biological resources, end historical resources. Projecl would resull In direct 
impacts to some of these, but be mitigated to below significance." 

The Draft EIR fails to acknowledge and glosses over the cumulative impacts that this 
proposed project and alternatives will have to the neighborhood character due to the 
excessive heights of these buildings as in contrast lo Ihe surrounding buildings. This wilt 
forever change the character of North UC. 

The Draft EIR glosses over the fact and ignores that this projecl will add hundreds of new 
residents in an area that already falls short of Ihe City standard in neighborhood parks and 
library services. 

The Draft EIR glosses over the cumulative impacts that the 5-12 year construction of this 
projecl will have on this communily as to uaffic, as many ofthe Inffie Issues will be 
unmitigated It fails to address construction traffic in regards to the completion ofthe 
Sewer project on Genesee Ave. 

RE! 7.0 Growth Inducement 

this project will permit densities which far over exceed what is allowed in the UCP 
which is 43-73 du/acre to 168du/Bcre. This will open the door for furlher density 
increases which this community can not handle. This area already has high density. The 
DEIR fails to address this. 

In conclusion, if Ihe EIR is to be used in selecting an altemstivB. (hen Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, if appropriate, should be presented Tor each 
projecl alternative studied in cotyunction with Ihe distribution of the Final EIR. The 
Findings should include the cost and funding source (example; Fire Stations) associated 
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8.62 Please refer to responses lo comments 8.14 and 8,34. 

8.63 Please refer lo responses lo comments 8.14, 8.34, 87.12 and 87.15. 

8.64 The energy section was inadvertently omitted from the printed copies of 
the DEIR which were distributed for public review; this chapter was on 
the CD version ofthe DEIR which was provided to the UCPG. Although 
the energy section does not ideniify any substantial new information or 
new significanl impacts, the City did send the energy section lo all of 
those who received the printed copy lo give them a chance lo comment 
on its contents, The recipients were given 14 calendar days to provide 
any comments to the City. During that time, no public comments were 
received. 

8.65 DEIR page 6-1 states, "Cumulatively considerable means thai the 
incremental effects of an individual projecl would be considerable 
when viewed in connection with tlie effects of past, current or probable 
projects." As discussed in Section 5,3, the project would have a direct 
significant unmitigable impact on neighborhood character because the 
proposed building heights would exceed those in the surrounding area. 
However, as discussed in Section 6.2.2, no similar height buildings exist 
in the immediate area, and none are proposed in the area. Therefore, the 
height of the project would not be viewed in connection with buildings 
of similar height as none exist, and no cumulative height impacts are 
expected to occur. 

8.66 Please refer to response to comment 10.4. All cumulative projects would 
pay fees for parks and libraries. No physical impacts would occur. 

8.67 The traffic analysis did not assume any phasing, therefore the 2005 
analysis assumes trips for all four buildings. Construction traffic would 
be less than operational traffic, therefore the near-term analysis more 
than assumes construction traffic. As discussed in DEIR Section 6.1.1, 
significant cumulative traffic impacts to intersections and ramp meters 
are identified. Cumulative impacts to intersections are reduced to below 
a level of significance by Mitigation Measure 5.2-1. Cumulative impacts 
to metered freeway onramps are reduced by Mitigation Measure 5.2-2, 
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but not to below a level of significance. Therefore, Ihe DEIR identifies 
significant and unmitigable traffic impacts to traffic at metered freeway 
onramps. 

The replacement of Ihe existing 10" and 12" sewer line with an 18" 
sewer line would require detailed traffic control plans lo manage 
construction related traffic. The sewer line is located under the travel 
lane adjacent to the raised median, necessitating the need to close thai 
lane, plus an additional area for staging of construction equipment. 
Genesee Avenue is a major street, so this type of construction requires 
that work occur outside ofthe commute hours. Typically this type of 
work needs to occur between 8:30 am to 3:30 pm. The construction of 
a sewer line is anticipated to take approximately six months and would 
require the following constmction workers and equipment: 

• Employees - 10 to 12 maximum. 
• 2 track-type 100.000 lb. excavator, 
• I - 3 1/2 cy rubber tired loader. 
• track type loader for Rose Canyon. 
• waler truck for Rose Canyon (I), 
• two (2) end dumps (trucks). 
• two (2) crew trucks (2 ton flat beds), 
• street sweeper, 
• area for stockpile of material (gravel and materials), and 
• construction trailer and storage of supplies/equipment. 

The construction would likely be staged in increments that can be 
completed each day. For instance 100 to 200 foot work zones would 
be constructed each day. The roadway would first be trenched, then 
temporary sewer connections would be made at either end ofthe 
construction zone, then the existing line would be removed or capped, 
the new line would be installed and reconnected, and then the trench 
would be filled and the street would be opened to traffic. 

The traffic associated with this amount of equipment and construction 
workers would not be substantial, especially given that the work 
would need to occur outside ofthe typical commute hours. As a single 
construction truck causes more burden on roadways system than a 
single passenger car, traffic engineers have devised a way to comparably 
analyze construction truck traffic. A passenger car equivalency (PCE) 
of 1.5 is used to convert the number of truck trips lo vehicle trips. 
Assuming three trips per employee (36 Average Daily Traffic (ADT)) 
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.68 

.69 

and 90 round trip deliveries and/or moving of equipment each day, the 
total estimate of daily constmction trips is about 130 ADT. The 130 
ADT would be added to the 711 ADT for construction traffic associated 
with the buildings, for a total of 841 ADT. The addition of 130 ADT 
for constmction traffic related to the offsite sewer does not change the 
conclusion ofthe DEIR lhat while the conslruclion-related traffic would 
add to congestion, no significant impact would occur. 

Detailed construction work zone and traffic control plans would be 
required as part ofthe construction plans submitted for the work. The 
City of San Diego would review these plans lo ensure that adequate 
traffic flow and public safety is maintained during construction. 

Please refer to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3. 

Candidate Findings will be submitted to the City Council regarding the 
infeasibility of Ihe alternatives considered in the EIR. As appropriate, 
economic factors contribuling to the infeasibility will be included in the 
findings. 
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8.69 
Cont. 

with each altemalive since cost and ftmding will undoubtedly be major faclora in 
determining the feasibility and selection ofthe projecl altenuitive to be implemented. 

The UCPO Executive Committee looks forward lo receiving the Final EIR. Findings, and 
Sutement of Overriding Considerations on behalf of the UC community. If you have any 
questions concerning this letter, please contact Linda Colley. Chair of ihe UCPO al (83B-
453-0435) of<u>mail at [co!leyl@jaan.c 

Cc: Pctr Krysl, Vice Chair 
Pat Wilson, Secrctaiy 
Milton J. Phegley, Membership Secretary (UCSD Administration) 
Charles Herzfeld, Resident I Representative 
Brian Wilson, Resident I Representative 
James Mayfield, Resident 2 Representative 
Marjorie Stevens, Resident 2 Representative 
Marilyn Dupree, Resident 3 Representative 
Sid Schipper, Resident 3 Represenlative 
Sherry Rappoport, Business 1 Represenlative 
Thomas TJghe, Business I Representative 
1. Deryl Addervon, M.D., Business 1 Representative 
Pele Wylde, Business 2 Representative 
Harry Walker, Business 2 Representative 
Randal Miles. D,D.S„ Business 2 Representative 
Alice Tana, Business 3 Represenlative 
Sherry Jones, Business 3 Representative 
Oeorge Lattimer, Business 3 Representative 
Major Ross D. Hettiger, MCAS-Miramar Representative 
Dan Monroe, Planning Department 
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v*'"S. 
> ^ ^ . T - ' - "^Z*. San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

% . *» Environmental-Review Committee 

9.1 

' o c i c * ^ 24 September 2005 

To: Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyro 
Development Service! Department .• 
CityofSanDiego 
1222 Fust Avanua, Mai] Station 50] 
San. Diego, California 92101 ' 

Subject Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Monte Verde 
ProjoctNo. 6563 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

I have reviewed Ibe historical Resouita) aspects of the subject DEIR on behalf of this 
cotmnillee of the Ssn Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the infbrmatlon contained in the DEIR and ill Appendix I, we concur with the 
impact analysis and mitigation measure* for historical reaouices aa proposed. 

SDCAS appreciates.being included in the City's enviromnetital review process for this 
project . . . 

• Sincerely, 

^-ToneavTRoyle, J r ^ C h i d ^ ^ 2 5 ' ^ * 
Environmental Review Committee 

Oallegos & Associates 
SDCAS President 
File • 

9.1 Commenl noted. 
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10.1 

10.2 

10.3 

10.4 

10.5 

10.6 
10.7 

10.8 

10.9 

From: "]o»n adaskin" <nlkt»do®yah(xi.com> 
To: <DSOEASOtandlsgo,BOv> 
Data: Wed, Sep 3T. 7000 *:2B PM 
Subjact: Project No. 05«3/SCH No, Z0030911D8 

I am conc«rnBd about the vlaual offecta and lha 
chatader of the nafB^Oorhood. 
The Draft EIR finds lhat there are asrlous unmWgabla 
Impocla of this project on Vtaual Effacls and 
Nolgf*ortK>od Character. However, It savBraly 
undsr i lote i ihese tmpecla, g loa ia i thorn over, or 
denies them, Ttosa four buMIno* are ebturdly out ot 
chatactar with the community and the communily plan. 
They wooU lower over avsrythlng else. They wwiW 
pennJl danslHes that (ar exceed wtial Is aKowmlln 
the community plan: IBS dwflllloo units per acre 
compared to the ourrenlly albwnble 46-75 unlfscia. 
The EIR must fufly and desdy describe the severe 
Impacti al Ihese chDogas. 

Qtowlh Inducement: The Dran EIR falls lo acknowlBdoe 
thai Ihis project will lead lo a cascade of change* In 
the character of our conununKy. Once this project 
recetvei communily plan amendmenl* lo allow these 
dratHcally new heights and leveli of (fenstty, other 
devekipert are sure to areue they, loo, shoufd receive 
plan amendments to Increase Ihelr hefghl and density. 
In tact KKjuenfn lor piofi amendmerrts ta drastlcSV 
Increase density are already lined up right behind 
Ihla project and will surely argue thai If this 
project Is approved, lhay loo ahould recelva approvai. 

Park and Library Servlcai: The Draft EIR acknoinledos 
lhat this project would add hundreds of naw resldenta 
In an area lhal already fans v«ry far short of lha 
city standard In neighborhood parks and library 
service*. Yet the Draft EIR afmply stele* this Is not 
a significanl Impacl. The Draft EIR cannot Ignore Ihis 
slgnlflcsnl and unmlUgable Impact 

The Draft EIR •everefy underalalei Ihe impacl of Ihe 
verykmgshedaw* these bUldlnQawouk) cast It 
underaMte* Ihe amounl of daBy truck trefflc that 
wsuld occur during lha S-1Z year lime frame of 
excavation and conelruellon. H doe* m l adequately 
describe the roulei to bo used by conslructton 
voh lde i and doe* not aaseM tha noise Impact* ot 
these vehicles. 

The Drsfl EIR dsscrbe i en Allamallve lo the project 
v4th two 18 atory and Iu*o2l alcxylcnven the! wwiW 
reduce many ot (he neQatlva Impact*, Including 
Irafllc. II give* no reason why this projecl was not 
chosen, even though H I* envlronmentany •uperlor. 

I do hope lhat you w l l pas* the alematlvt.lf you 
p a n anything al aO. 

Joan Adaskin 
4207 Camino Ticino 
SD 92122 
v^nal: JoenftAdaskhi.oom 
phone: 8GIM63-4532 

DoYouYahool? 
Tired of spam? Yehool MaB has Ihe bast spam protection around 
htlp J/maJI. yahoo.oom 

10.! As the comment notes, the DEIR finds significanl and unmitigable 
impacts to neighborhood character due lo the height ofthe four 
buildings. Section 5.3 includes textual analysis as well as several 
photosimulalions ofthe buildings to provide detailed support for this 
conclusion. Concluding that an impacl is significant and unmitigable 
is the most conservative determination under CiiQA. The commenlcr 
slates that, in her view, the DEIR understates the magnitude ofthe 
impact. Although this disagreement is noted, the analysis, including 
photo simulations, was based on the existing visual setting, and 
accurately depicts the size, scale and mass ofthe proposed projecl. 

10.2 As discussed on page 5.1-25 ofthe DEIR, the density is averaged over 
the overall Costa Verde Specific Plan, This approach is appropriate 
because this project is the final phase of this Specific I'lan. Therefore, 
the overall density for the Costa Verde Specific I'lan would increase from 
48 dwelling units per acre to 55 dwelling units per acre. This density 
is less than the maximum of 75 dwelling units per acre allowed by Hie 
Community Plan. 

10.3 The proposed Community Plan Amendment would not allow for an 
increase in density for the proposed project. As discussed above, 
implementation ofthe projecl would increase the overall density for 
the Costa Verde Specific Plan from 48 to 55 dwelling units per acre. 
Furthermore, the additional 380 residential units which would exceed the 
balance of unrealized residential development in Costa Verde would be 
achieved by converting tlie allowed hotel use to a number of residenlial 
units that would be equivalent to the number of automobile trips which 
would have otherwise been generated by the hotel use. Therefore Ihe 
Community Plan Amendment would increase the number of residential 
units in the Community Plan area, and would increase the density williin 
the Costa Verde Specific Plan, but it would nol exceed the maximum of 
75 dwelling units per acre allowed by the Community Plan. A related 
concern may be the overall intensity of development, which is actually 
a reduced (as measured by traffic) intensity substitute for development 
already allowed by the Costa Verde Specific Plan. Thus, it would be 
speculative to slate that the project would set a precedent for increasing 
density which could be cited by oilier developers seeking to increase the 
density on their property. 
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The Community Plan Amendincnt is nol needed to allow the proposed 
heights. There are no height limitations in the Community Plan. 
However, tlie project is bound by the height restrictions ofthe FAA. 

The potential for the project to induce growth is addressed in Section 
7.0 of the DEIR. The analysis notes that approval of the project could 
encourage other developers to submit similar proposals. At the same 
lime, as the DEIR stales, the University City area is approaching full 
build-out. (See DEIR, p. 7-1.) 

10.4 As slated on DEIR page 5.4-8, "in accordance with Sections 15126.2(a) 
and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services 
are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical 
change in the environment." As discussed on page 5.4-10 of the DEIR, 
the provision of adequate library facilities is a facilities financing issue, 
for which the applicant would pay FBA fees. Similarly, Ihe project is 
subject lo a FBA fee for parks which the applicant would pay. As the 
DEIR indicates, the residents ofthe project would increase demand for 
library facilities and parks. (See DEIR, p. 5.4-10.). Theses issues are a 
planning and facilities matter, and white they arc a concern, they arc nol 
CEQA issues. 

10.5 The potential impact of shadows from the projecl buildings is analyzed 
in Section 5.13. Projected shadow simulations are shown in Figures 
5.13-1 through 5.12-3. The DEIR concluded lhat impacts would be less 
than significant. The analysis of potential shadow elTecis was based on 
an accurate model ofthe size, scale, mass and location ofthe proposed 
project. The commenter's concern that the shadow impact may be 
understated is noted. 

10.6 Construction traffic is discussed on page 5.2-45 ofthe DEIR. The 
amount of construction traffic has been evaluated for Ihe period of time 
when the highest amount of truck traffic would occur (excavation for (he 

' underground parking structures) and for typical construction activities. 
The analysis found that consiruction traffic levels would be far less 
than traffic levels with the proposed project. As such, a quantitative 
analysis of construction activity was not necessary. Construction routes 
on La Jolla Village Drive and/or Nobel Drive lo Interstates 5 and 805 
were identified. The precise routing would be subject to a construction 
traffic control plan that would be required prior to commencement of 
construction activities. Please refer to response to comment 8.67 for a 
discussion of construction traffic for the ofTsile sewer improvement. 
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10.7 Noise from construction vehicles such as excavators, doz.crs. and haul 
trucks would resull in approximately 72 dB Leq al 100 feel from Ihe 
centerlinc of activity, whicli is within the 75 dB Leq threshold for 
consiruction aclivities. Noise from other construction vehicles is not 
analyzed in the DEIR because the project would generate too few truck 
trips at any one time to cause a change in Ihe modeled noise contours. 
Furthermore, all construction traffic would be required lo adhere lo 
the maximum hourly sound levels and construction hours specified by 
the City's Noise Control and Abatement Ordinance, which assures lhat 
impacts would be avoided or lessened. City requirements relating to 
construction noise are summarized on pages 5.6-4 to 5.6-7 of Ihe DEIR. 

10.8 The purpose ofthe allemalives analysis in an EIR is not lo choose a 
particular alternative. Rather. Ihe purpose of this analysis is lo ensure 
lhat the agency's decision-makers and the public arc provided with a 
reasonable range of alternatives aimed al, lo the extent feasible, avoiding 
or substantially lessening the project's significaui environmental impacts 
while slill achieving most or all of (he project's goals. Whether to 
approve or deny the projecl, or choose an alternative to the project, is a 
decision that would be made by the City Council after the CEQA process 
has been completed. The City's decision would be reflected in formal 
findings lhal would be adopted as part ofthe project approval process. 
(See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.) Candidate findings will be 
prepared fur the City Council's consideration. These proposed findings 
will be available prior to the City Council hearing for the Final EIR. 

10.9 The commenter's preference forthe Reduced Project Alternative-21-
Story - is noted. 
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11.1 

From: 'Sandy Agan" <8agBn©(iuld«(.com> 
To: <DSDEAS<[rtBndiego.gov> 
Date; Wed. Sep 37, 3006 10:3B AM 
Subject- ProjedNaQSOS/SCH No. 2003091108 

Visual Effects and Nelghbortiood Characlar: 
T h * Draft EIR find* lhal lhara are •artou* unmitigable Impoct* of Ihta project on Visual Effects and 
NelghborhoocJ Character. However, It •avarely mderstalai these Impads, glosses ihem over, or denls* 
them. These four buldlngs era abourdly out erf chereOer with th * communily and the community plan. 
They would knvar over everything alse. They would pennN demltle* lhat lar exceed what I* aDowedlnlhe 
commurtty plan: 188 dwelling unit* per acre compared to Ihe eutrenty afawabfe 45.75 unll/acre. Tha EIR 
must fully and dearty Oescribe lha severe Impacts of these changes. 

Growth Inducamant: Th* Draft EIR (a l t to acknowtodga lhat Ihla projecl wfll lead to a cascade of change* 
In Ihe character of our community. One* INS projecl recedes communRy plan amendmenl* to allow mesa 
drasUcady new halghta and levels of density, other developer* a * aure to argue they, too, ihould recefve 
plen amendment* lo Inova ie Ibefr helghl end density. In fact, rtquaal* for plan amendmenl* lo drai l lcs ly 
Incresae density ere already Hned up rigW behind Ihl* project and will surety argue lhal If thfe projact Is 
upptpved, Ihey too ahould recelva approval. 

Park and Library Servtcaa: The Draft EIR acknowlectga lhal this projact MOUU add hundreds of new 
reaWenl* In an area lhal alreedy fad* very far ahort al Ihe cfly standard in neighborhood par** and Pbrary 
services. Yet lha Drsfl EIR Umpfy state* Ihl* I s not a tlgnmcant Impact.' The Draft EIR cannot Ignore Ihla 
•Ignillcant and unmlllgabl* impact 

Tha Draft EIR severely underttate* tha Impact ofthe very long shadcMilhMsbul ldlnBI would ca*L R 
undaralatst the amounl of dalty truck tralflo hat woufd occur during the G-12 year time tiame of 
excavation and canslmcllon. tl does not adertuately describe tlie route* to be u«ad by construction 
vehlda* and does not asse** tha noise Impacts of Ihese vehicles. 

Tha Draft EIR datcrlbes on Alternative 10 lha project with two IS t lwy end two 21 itory tower* thai would 
reduce many of Ihe negative Impacts, Indudkig Irafllc. II ghrei no raawn why tW* project was not choaon. 
even Ihougti n It envktnnentany superior. 

Sandy Agan 
l e i Z Shield* Avenue 
Endnl ta i .CA 02024 

11.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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Pram: 'Robert Aizuss' <ralai*BOtan.rr.com> 
To: <DSDEASQsandlego.gov> 
Dale; Wed, Sep 37. 2006 3:01 PM 
Subject: Project No. B5e3/SCH No. 2003091108 

To whom II may concern, 

My name 1* Robert Abu* * , My famly and 1 have been Wng in Unlverally Clly lor over 20 ye i r t . Our 
address 1* 2SG7 Ddand Ave.. San Olego, CA 02122. 

1 object to Ihe Monle Verde project being planned. The f oftowlng stala the reason* (or my objection; 

Visual EfTed* and Melghbortiood Characlar: 
The Draft EIR finds that there era serlou* unmHlgable Impacts of this prefect on Visual Effscls and 
Neighborhood Cherader, However, 11 severely understates Uiese Impact*, Qlnisa* them over, or denies 
them. These (our buDdlnga are absurdly oul o idwracler with Ihe community and the community plan. 
They wouM tower over everything else. They would permit danaHlM that far exceed what It olknred In tha 
communily plan: 188 dwerangunMa por acre compared lo lha currenlly atlowabl* 45-76 unWacre, Tha EIR 
mut t fully and dearly describe the severe Impacl* of that* change*. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR tall* lo acknowledge thai Ihl* projecl wt l load to a cascade ot changes 
In the character of our community. Once Ihb project recelvet communily ptan amendmtntt to allow Iheie 
diEutfcaffy new height* end levrt* of density, other devetopera are sure ta argue lh«y, I M . thouid receive 
plan amandmentt to Incraa** their helghl end dentlly. In (act, requetls tor plan emendmanta lo dreilKslly 
Inoreaae density ere alreedy lined up right behind Ihl* project and will surely argue lhat If this project Is 
approved. Ihey too ehould receive approval. 

Park and Ltbrary Services: The Draft EIR acknowledge lhat IN* projBCt would add hundreds of new 
rosWonts In an area that already faflt very far short of Ihe dty itandard In neighborhood parks end library 
•ervlca*. Vet the Draft EIR almply atatat Uil* ,T» not a tlgnificanl ImpacL" The Draf lEIRcamot Ignore this 
dpiHlcanl snd unmitigable hnpacL 

Tho Draft EIR aeverelyunderitalet the Impacl of the vary tang shadow* Ihese buldlngswouWcasL H 
underalalei the amounl of daly truck traffic that would occur during the 6-12 yaar time (rtme of 
excavation and coralrvcllon. It does not adequately deacrtoe the route* lo be used by conabucllon 
vehlclei and doat nol aaaaa* the noise Impacts of these vehldet. 

The Draft EIR descrlbet an Alternative to Ihe projedwllh Iwo IB i l o ry and Iwo 21 ilorytowera that would 
reduce many of Ihe negative Im pads, Including trafne. II ghret no raaion why Ihl i project waa not chotan, 
even thouoh It l i envlronmentaltv suDerlor. 

Please take lhe«e objecltone kilo conelderatlon. Pleaae do nol allow Iheta tower* to be bull. 

Stncerety, 

Robert A lms* 

2957 Briand Ave. 

SanDlego ,CA9Z12r 

85e-467-*821 

RESPONSES 

12.1 Please refer lo responses lo comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

12.2 Comment noted. By law, this document must not endorse or oppose 
the project. The purpose of this document is lo disclose the significant 
impacts ofthe project so lhat the Ciiy Council can make an informed 
decision. The decision to approve, deny, or modify the project would be 
made by the San Diego Ciiy Council al a public hearing. 
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13.1 

13.2 

Prom: "Amy Alemarm* <eallemar>n©quedelaw.com> 
To: <DSDEA5lS*aiidletpo.gov 
Data: Wed. Sep 27, 2008 8:31 AM 
Subject: Projeot No. 66e3/SCH No. 2003091109 

Comment* on the Draft EIR lor Monte Verde 

Unlveralty City 1* already overbufL Why add ao many more units, Increaae the Irafllc and ruin the 
neighborhood. Many reiktenls of UC are oonsWerlng laevlng what used lobe a wonderful community due 
lo (lie overbuldlnB. BuPd downtown, wtwre 11 i t tuppoied lo be, not In t realdanllal community. 

With regard* to the Draft EIR 

VKual Effecta and Neighborhood Character: 

The Draft EIR finds lhat there are aerloui unmlUgable Impadi of this project on Visual Ef fed i end -
Nelghbortiaod Character. However. It teveraly underttalet these Impacl*, ^o« tas them over, or denlet 
them. These four building* are absurdly oul of character wiih Ihe community end the community plan. 
Theywot id loiiwr over everything al ie.Thaymxitd permit denaltle* lhal far exceed what taaKowyl In lha 
communily plan: 168 dwelling unit* per acre compared lo Ihe currently aHmvablo 46-75 unll/aore. The EIR 
mu*t fully and dearly deacdba tha Mver* impact* of Iheaa change*. 

Orowth Inducement: T h * Draft EIR laSsloBcknowiedge that (hit pn^edwffl lead toe oaicade of change* 
In the eharoder of our community. Once Ihl* projecl racefves community plan amondmenlt lo allow lhe*e 
draBllcany new heights and leveli of density, other developers ere ture to argue they. too. should receive 
plan amendment* to Increase their height and density, tn (act requettt for plan amandment* to drasllcaly 
Increate deroRy are alrasdy Ined up rlghl beMnd IhU proiect and wa nre ly argue that If I N * project It 
•pproved, Ihey loo thoutd receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Draft EIR acknowledge that Ihl i project would edd hundred* of new 
residents In en aree Oiat atraady f a l * very lar.short of Ihe dty itandard In neighborhood perk* and Dbrary 
aervlcea. Yet Ihe Draft EIR (Imply slate* this T* nol a tlgniricant Impact' The Draft EIR carmol Ignore Uil* 
•tgnlflcanl end unmltlgabia impact. 

The Draft EIR severely understate* Ihe Impacl of the very long ihadows these bulidlngi would o a t t l l 
undarttale* the amount of daDy truck Irafllc lhat would occur during Ihe B-12 year lime frame of 
excavallon end conslruellon. II doe* not adequelefy deacdba the routes lo be u ied by conttrucOon 
vehtdea and doe* not ess* * * the t tot t t ImpaclB of lh*«e vehicle*. 

The Draft EIR deicrtbesan Altemalive lo Die projed with two 18 tlory and two 21 t lory hnver* lhal would 
reduce many of the negallvo Impact*. Including traffic. It 0 v a i no reaeon why (hit projed was not choaen. 

Amy Anemann 
3214 MHkm Ave 
San Diego. CA 02122 

Aka 

Amy Ellzsbelh Alamann. Eaq. 
QUADE AND ASSOCIATES 
11230 Sorrento Valley Road, Suite 22S 
San Diego, Ca 62121 
Phone:(B6e) M2-1700 
Fax: (8581 642-1778 

am e l : aallemannQquadelaw.carn 

E-MAiL CONFlDENTlALnY MOTiCe 

E-mail 1* covered by Ihe Beclronlc Communksettont Privacy A d , 18 U.S.C. g § 2510-2621 end It legeDy 
privileged. This emel may contain coofWinOal and privileged material (or Ihe eole use of the Intended 
redplenlts). Anyreview,u»e,dl»lrt iotloaordfscfosurebyolhert i t elrtdly prohibited. B you are nol the 
kilended redplenl (or authorized to receive for Ihe redpierU). pieaae contact the tender by reply emaD and 
delete alt oopie* of this message. 

CC: 'Amy Alemann* <a8llBmBnnOquBdaIaw.com> 

13.1 

13.2 

Comment noted. 

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. . 

-

-
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

14.1 

From: "Marlu* ArdalBBnu" <mBrlu*_Brde(**nu®holmBll.com> 
To: <d»dia«®sandl9go.oov> 
Data: Wed, Sep 27.2006 10:04 AM 
Subject: Commend on Ihe Draft EIR for Monte Verde 

Visual Eflecrt and Neighborhood Character: The Draft EIR finds lhat there are ler iou i unmltlgatable 
Impact* of tW* pro(*cl on Visual Effect* ond Neighborhood Charader. However. It eeveiely underslale* 
these imped* , gloese* Ihem over, or denlet Ihem. T l w i e four buHdlng* ere ebsurdly out ofiiharacter wiih 
Ihe communily and the community plan. They would lower over everything elie. They would permit 
dont l l le* lhal far exceed what Is allowed In the community plan: 188 dweRkig units per acre compared lo 
the currenlly allowaMe 46-78 unWocre. The EIR mu*t tufly and dearfy describe the seven Impacts of 
Ihese changes. 

Growth Inducement; The Draft EIR faflt to acknowledge lhat Ihit projed will lead to a cascade of change* 
In the charader of our community. Once Ihta projed receives community ptan amendmenls to «l)aw these . 
diBtlfcefly new heights and level* of dantlly, other developer* are aure to argue Ihey. loo. ahould receive 
plan amendments to Increase Ihelr height end density. In tad, requests for pian amandmentt lo drattical)y 
inoree»odon»lty are already lined up right behind Ihl i projed and wl l *urely argue thai n ih i l projed I* 
approved, they loo ihould receive approvel. 

Park end Library Servlcei: The Droft EIR ackiKwdodge that Ihl* projecl wrould add hundred* of now 
retldenl* In an area lhal already falls very far short of lha city itandard In neighborhood park* and ilbrary 
service*. Yel Ihe Drell EIR almply t tate* Ihl i ' I t nol a tignlDcanl ImpacL' The Draft EIR cannot Ignore this 
algn meant and unmlllgalable tmpsct. 
The Drsfl EIR leveraiy undertlslet Ihe Imped of Ihe very long thadowt Ihete buMIng* would caat. II 
undarttates Ihe amount of daly InxA irafllc thai would occur during Ihe 8-12 yeer Bme frame of 
excavation end consliuction, N does not adequately deecrfee the routet lo be uted by conttrucUoo 
vehide* end doe* not a i t e t t Ihe nol le Impacts of Iheie vehldet. 

The Draft EIR deterlbot an Allemellue lo lha pmjuf:! with h«> i « "tory end ^ 21 stwy towers that would 
reduce many ot Ihe negathra Impods. Indudlng traffic. It give* no reason why Ihit project we* not d m e n , 
even though II I t envtranmenlaDy tuperlor. 

Sincerely, 

Marlut Ardeleanu, MD 
7848 Playmor Terrace 
San Olego. CA 92122 

Slay connected with the newa. people, place* end online lervicBi Ihel matter lo you on Uve.oom 
httpJftvww.llve.com/geMlaried.atpx71dd-T001MSN30A0701 

14.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

15.1 

15.2 

From: ' tal ly arko' <«8»arko®yBhoo.com> 
To; <DSDEASOi8ndlego.gov>, <lnfo©uoooWBn,orff> 
Dete: Wed. Sep 27.2008 1:10 AM 
Subject; Project No. B583/SCH No. 2003091108 

Queatlana on tho Draf! EIR for Monte Verde 
My quetl lont lo lha dty are a* follow*: 
Ouetlkm 1.) Did Jerry Sanders, to any defree, endorse the Regent* Road Bridge Project t o the 

developer erf Ihe Monle Verde projed can achlave or tel l t fy the FAR requtrementa needed to buld e high 
' r l ie projed (or Wgher dentlly fci lhat area? 

Queitlon 2.) Did Jerry Sander*, lo any d e t w . endorte Ihe Genattee Widening Project i o Ihe 
developer erf Ihe Monle Verde project can achieve or sallafy the FAR requlrementt needed lo build a high 
r i te projed lor higher density In that area? 

Chjtetlon 3.) Hat Jerry Sander* ever coleded any pofflleal contrtoulloot from Ihe developer, or (rom any 
employee* of the developer of Ihe propo**d 'Motrte Verde' prajedT 

Question 4.) What I* tha name of (he development company end Ihe m m * of lha prMldent or ctielrman 
of Ihe development company of ihe proposed "Monte Verde' projed? 

Queition 6.) When will Ihe d ly atop trying to turn Ihe OoWen Trtanglt Into another Jammed up Mit t lon 
VeHey or Downtown? 

-Sally Arko {38 yr communily retUenl] 
6063 Carnegie St 
San Diego, CA 82122 

Comment* on tho Draft EIR for Monle Verde 
Visual Ef fed* and Neighborhood Charader 

The Draft EIR finds lhal there are aeriou* unmfllgable impads of Ihit projecl on Vliual Ef fad i and 
Nafghborhood Charader. However, II aeverety underalele* these impact*, gtostet Ihem over, or denle* 
Ihem. Theie four bulktlng* are nbiurdfy out of charader wiih the community end Ihe community plan. 
They would tosvw ovor everything else. They would permit deotlUet lhal far exceed what b allowed h t h o 
oommunlty plan: 16S dwefllng unHs per acre compared to Ihe currently tfowatrie 4S-7S unll/acre. Tha EIR 
must fuDy and dearly deaortbe the tevere Impact* of Ihese change*. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR fatl* lo aoknowledg* lhat Ihit projed will lead to a cascade of change* 
In the charader of our commurtty. Once Ihl i project receives community plan amendments lo allow these 
drastieafly new height! end leveli of den*lty, other developera era sure to argue Ihey, too, ihould receive 
plan amendmenl* lo Incraaee their height and density. In fed . requett* (or plan amendment! lo drattloaly 
bicreBso denifty are already Hned up rlghl behind (H i projecl and wl l lurely argue lhat If this projeot It 
appruved, Ihey loo ihould receive approval. 

Park end Library Service*: The Draft EIR ecknmrtedge lhal IWs projed wouM add hundred! of new 
retMenU In an area lhat already (ana very (ar thorl of the dty itandard In neighborhood park* and ilbrary 
aervlce*. Yet Ihe Dreft EIR almply stale* Ihl* ' I t not a signiticant Imped.' The Draft EIR cannot Ignore thlt . 
tlgnificanl and unmlUgable Impad. 

The Draft EIR teverely undentatei the Impact of the very long (hadowi Iheie buddlngi would oatL It 
undentate* the amount of dally Iruck Irafllc lhal would occur during Ihe 5-12 year time frame of 
excavaHonandconelructlon, II does itotedequalefydeicr1betheroutei1obeu**dbyconitnjoU6n 
vehldet and doe* not a a t e i * Ihe noise Imptctt of theta vehicle*. 

The Draft EIR deecrlbei an Altemalive Wlhopn^ed with two 18 tlory end two 21 t t c y lowert lhat would 
reduce many (rf tha negative Impacti, Indudlng trefflo. II glvei no reeaon why Ihit project w*» not choien, 
even though It I t envlronmenletly •uperlor. 

Sally 

15.1 The applicant for the Monle Verde projecl is Cosla Verde Hotel, LLC. 
Staff is unable lo respond lo questions 1, 2, 3 and 5 as they arc outside 
ofthe scope of this environmental analysis. However, the commenter's 
questions have been forwarded lo the Mayor's office. 

15.2 Please refer lo responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

From: <lnro3gucgo(den.org> 
Date: Tue, Sep 28. 2008 8:14 PM 
Subject: Send emal Wed127lh on propoted giant lowers 

Dear Friend*. 

We are asUng you to tend a letter Immedlstely - deadline 5 pm Wednesday Sept 27 - In r e ^ o n t e lo Ihe 
following Mtuafkxi. With cut and paste below, Ihit should take you only 10 minute*. 

A deveiopet i* propotlng lo buld 4 G1AHT Ngh rt*e towett et the m m t r of Oeneaee Avenue and La JoBa 
VIRaga Drive. On that one oomer, he Is propotlng two 38 itory and two 32 tlory buldlngi - In contrai l , the 
resldentW tower (here now It 10 i tor ie i l 

Commontt on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on Ihis project (eaded "Monle VerdeT are due 
t o l h e d t y o n W e d t . a t S p m . If you tubmlt a commenl, the dty mutt respond lo lhat oommantin Itt final 
EIR. 

You can add your own comment! or Just cut end pa* l * the Info below Into an emel and tend 11 by 6 pm 
Wednesday to: 
OSDEASOiandlogo.gov 

Put In •ublect line: Project No. ae63/8CH 140.2003091108 

(*Jwi wnur nam* end &*i*'»*t 

CUT AND PA8TE THE FOLLOWING INTO THE EMAIL -ADO YOUR OWN COMMENTS IF YOU 
WANT; 

Comments on lha Draft EIR for Monta Verde 

Vlaual Effects and Neighborhood Charader: 

The Draft EIR finds that there are aerloui unmlllgabls Impact* of Ihl* projed on Visual Effects end 
Neighborhood Charader. However, H leverely underalalei Ihete Impactt. g lo t ie t Ihem over, or denlet 
Ihem. These four buld lng i are absurdly out of charader Wllh the community and the community plan. 
They would lower over everything alee. They would permit dentfllea lhal fer exceed what It allowed In Ihe 
community plan: 188 dwelling unl l i per acre compered to Ihe currently allowabla 45-78 unlUacre. The EiR 
m u i l fuDy end dearty dsacrlbe the tevere l m p * d i of thete changet. 

Orowth Inducement: The Draft EIR falls lo ecknowledge thai Ihit projecl will lead lo a caicade of change* 
In Ihe charader of our communily. Once Ihl* project receive* community plen amendment* to allow the** 
dradicaly new helghl* and leveli ot density, dhar developer* ere lure to argue ihey. too, ahould receive 
plan amendment* to Increaae Ihelr halfwit and densty. In fact requeitt for plan amendmenti to drssOcady 
fncreMa dentfly ere akeady fined up rlghl behind Ihl* projed and wn wrety argue Ihel tf Ihit pn^ect 1* 
approved, they too should recaiva approval. 

Park end Library Services: The Drsfl EIR acknowledge lhal IMs projed would add hundred! of new 
residenls In an area thai already falls very tar ahort of Ihe d ly etenderd In neighborhood parks and library 

servlcet. Yel Ihe Draft EIR simply Stale* (hi* ' I * not a dgnlflcanl Impad. ' The Draft EIR cannol Ignore Ihla 
•tgnlfloant and unmitigable Impact 

\ ". \ "• • 

The Draft EIR ooverely underslatet the Impad of Ihe very long thadow* Ihese buBdlng* would ca l l . It 
undarttalei Ihe amounl of daly truck ta l f lc lhat would occur during Ihe 6-12 year time frame of 
excavation and conatrudlon. It doe* not adequately deaerlbe the mule* to be uted by contBuclfon 
vehicle* and doe* nol a i i e t * Die nolte Impact* of Ihe** vehtetei. 

The Draft EIR deaerlbe* an Altemalive to Ihe projad wllh two 18 tlory and two 21 itory tower* lhat would 
reduco many of the negative impacl*, including tramc It glvaa no reason why tW* projecl wat not choeen, 
even though H l i envlronmenlally tupertor. 

-

15.3 i'lease refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

16.1 

16.2 

From: 'Joe Baley' <hele>toteph©y*hoo.com> 
To: cdidea*0*Bndlego.gov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 27.2008 1;33PM 

Vltual Effects and Neighborhood Character: 

The Draft EIR flndt that there are ter loui unrntUgable 
Imped* of Ihl i project on Vlaual Efteda tnd 
Neighborhood Chwacter. However, It teverely 
underttatai these hnpscta, tfon*i them over, or 
denle* them. Theie four bilMIng* ere absurdly Olrt erf 
charader with Ihe community and tha community plan. 
They would tower over everything elte. They would 
permit denaltle* lhat far exceed whal I* allowed In 
Ihe oommunlty plan: 168 dwelling unlit par acre 
compared to the currently allowable 4S-76 unit/acre. 
The EtR mut t fuDy and dearly detolbe the aevere 
I m p a d ! of these changet. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR fsf * lo sckncwledge 
Ihel thlt projed wf l lead Io a cascade of changtt In 
the eharecter of our community. Once thlt projed 
recelvet oommunfty plan amendmenls to allow Ihese 
drestlcelV new heighli and level* ol dentlly. other 
developer* ere euro lo argue they, too, should receive 
plan aniendmenta to (ncreaae Ihek height end density. 
In fool, request* tor plen amendmenl* lo dmtllcslly 
Increasa dentlty are elreedy lined up right behind 
W» project and wQ auraly argue Ihel K Ihit 
projed I* approved, Ihey too ihould receive approval. 

Park and l ibrary Service*: The Draft EIR ackno-Medga 
thai th!* projed would add hundred* of new ratldenti 
In an area thai already fal l i very (ar thorl of Ihe -
clly tlandard In neighborhood parki and llbrory 
•ervices. Yel the Dreft EIR simply tlales thl* ' ) i not 
a algnlflcanl Imped. ' The Draft EIR cannol Ignore 
this i ly i incant and unmHlgable Impad. 

The Draft EIR •everety underatate* the Impact of Ihe 
very long thadow* Ihete buldlngi wouM cast. II 
understate* the amount o* daly Iruck (raffle lhat 
would occur during Ihe 6-12 year ikne frame of 
excavation and conalrucUon, ll does nol adequalely 
deecrb* Ihe routea to be ucsd by oonitrudlcn 
vehide* and does nol a t t e i * Ihe n d i e Impacti o l 
the ie vehide*. 

The Draft EIR de io rbe* an Altemalive to Ihe projed 
with two 18 atcry and Iwo 21 t lory lower* lhal would 
reduce many of the negaliva Impacts. Indudlng 
taff lc. It gtvee no reason why Ihl* project wet not 
choien. even though H i t envkonmentally tuperlor, 

t em asking you to stand up agalnil the devalopara and 
show •ome "backbone" unUke Scott Peter* and the <e*l 
of the oily oound . Thank you. 

Joe Belay, UCre i lden l 

DoYouYBhool7 
Tired of tpem? Yehool MaB hat lha beat spam protsdion around 
hltp7/mal .yahoo .com 

16.1 ricasc refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

16.2 The commenter's views regarding the merits ofthe project will be 
forwarded to the City Council as part ofthe FEIR. 
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17.1 

17.2 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

From: Stephane Bard In (baoihiyuan@holmell.comj 
Sent: VMdne*dBy. Septembef 27.2006 8:34 AM 
To: . DSDEASQMndlego.gov 
Subject: Prcjeci No. 6583/SCH No. 20030BI109 

Comment* on the Drafl EIR for Monle Verde 

Visual Efiects and Neighborhood Character 

The Orafl EIR find) lhat there are serious unmitigable impacts of this project on Visual EfTecls and 
Neighborhood Character. However, it severely undcrstaies these iinpacls, glosses ihem over, or denies 
them. These four buildings are absurdly oul of character with ihe communily and the community plan. 
They would lower over everything else. They would permit densities that far exceed whal is allowed in 
the communily plan: 168 dwelling units per acre compued to (he currently allowable 45-75 unit/acre. 
The EIR must ftilly and clearly describe the severe impacts of these changes. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR fails lo acknowledge lhat this projecl wilt lead to a cascade of 
changes in the character of our community. Once this projecl receives community plan amendments to 
allow these dtasiically new heights and levels of density, other developers are sure lo argue they, loo, 
should receive plan amendments lo increase their height and density. In fact, requests for plan 
amendmenls to drastically increase density are already lined up right behind this project and will surety 
argue thai if this project Is approved, they too should receive approval. 

Park and Library Services: The Dran EiR acknowledge that this project would add hundreds of new 
residents in an area that aiisadx falls very far short ofthe city standard In neighborhood parks and 
library services. Yet the Draft EIR simply stales this "is nol a signiticant Impact." The Draft EIR cannot 
ignore this significant and unmitigable impact 

The Drafl EiR severely understates ihe impncl nf the very long shadows ihese buildings would casL It 
understates the amount of daily iruck traffic that would occur during the 5-12 year lime frame of 
excavation and construction. II does not adequately describe the routes to be used by constniclion 
vehicles and does nol assess the noise Impacis of Ihese vehicles. 

The Draft EIR describes an Allemalive to the projecl with Iwo 18 slory and two 31 story lowers that 
would reduce many of Ihe negative impacts, including traflic. ll gives no reason why this projecl wot 
not chosen, even though it is environmentally superior. 

Once again, we see that the city of San Diego does not respect its own research, the environmenial 
impact studies it conducts, all in pursuit of revenue dollars. Is this city so bankrupt from 
mismanagement that we need to sell our city offlo developers, the same as the Regents Rd bridge? 

17.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

17.2 The commenter's views regarding the merits ofthe project will be 
forwarded to the City Council as part ofthe FEIR. 

RTC-80 

mailto:baoihiyuan@holmell.comj


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

18.1 

18.2 

Promr 'Rose Bartindale' <rbBrHndesar>.rr,com> 
T o : <DSOEASOsBnd)ego.gov> 
Dale; Wed, Sep 27.2008 G:38 AM 
Subject: Projecl No. eM3/SCH No. 2003001100 

Comments on the Dran EIR for Monte Varda 

Vlsud EtTecta end Neighborhood Character: 
The Drafl EIR Dndt thai there are eerloua unmlUgable Impactt o l Ihit 
project on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Charader. However, II tevarelv 
underalatet these Impact*, tfotaes them over, or denial them. Theta four 
bulkflnot are abeurdly out of character with Ihe community and lha 
community plan. They would tower over everything el te. They wouM permH 
denslllet that far exceed whal i t allowed In Ihe communily plan: 188 
dwelling unite per acre compared to Ihe currenlly allowable 45-7S 
unilfacre. The EIR m u t l fully end dearty describe Ihe tevere Impactt of 
Ihete chano**. 

Growth Inducement; The Drafl EIR fall* lo acknoMiedoe that litis project 
will lead to a caacade ol change* In th * character of our community. Once 
thlt projecl receive* community f ian emendment* to atow Iheee drastically 
new hettf i t* and level* of density, other developer* ere aure lo argue they, 
too, ihould receive plan amendmenti to Increate Ihelr height and demlty. 
In (act. raouetla for plan amendmenl* lo draallcaUy Increete demlly ar* 
already Hned up rttfrt behind thl* prnfecl and wfl surely ergue that If 
thi* pra)acl 1* approved, they loo •hould reoelvB approval. 

Porte and Library Service*: The Draft EIR acKnowledge thai Ihi* prnjed 
would add hundred* of new residenls In an area Ihet already fails very'ar 
ahort o( the dty standard In neighborhood parki and llbrery service*. Yet 
the Draft EIR (Imply slates this I s not a tignlDcenl (mpacl ' The Drafl 
EIR cermot Ignore Ih l i slgnincanl and unmlUgable hnpect. 

The Drafl EtR severely undeialale* lha Impacl of the very long shadow* 
these buBdlng* would caat. II underatale* the amounl d dally truck 
(raffle (hat would occur during the 5-13 year Ikne frame of excavation and 
condrucllon. II doe* not adequately describe the route* lo be used by 
construction vehide* end does not aaiats Ihe noise Impacl* ol Iheie vehicle*. 
The Drafl EIR describe* an Altemetlve lo lhe projecl wflh Iwo 18 tlory and 
two 21 slory tower* thai would reduce meny o l Ihe negative Impad*. 
Including traffic. 
It glvei no reaton why thl* projed wat not chosen, even though I I t 
environmentally tuperlor. 

Genetee Ave. I* now overburdened wllh (raffle and lacing major change*. 
Plaaae do not add further to thl* aevere problem. 

Rose Bertlndale 
3101 Carnegie PI. 
San Diego, CA 02122 
eSS-4534643 
rbartlnd ©»an.rT.com 

18.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

18.2 The project is located al the southwest corner of Ihe intersection of 
, La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue. Section 5.2 ofthe DEIR 
analyzed project-related traffic. Thus, the DEIR addresses the issue of 
concern to the commenter. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

19.1 

-19.2 

From: <S» ndyAgtfileol.com > 
To: <dt()e8eQtBrvllego.pav> 
Dala: Wed, Sep 27, 2008 T M AM 
Subject: Proiect No. 6603/SCH No. 20030fll10e 

Dear SVWMadarrn: 

We are opposed to lha recanl newt of mora dense houahg In the UTC area of 
the Monte Verde profect B't obvlout that Ihere i* a aevere traffic probtem 
there a* N It now. Where and why iw i l Ihe dty plan being otaervedT The 
helghU & dentlty o l Ihit new propotal are oulrageout lor tha loBowtng reasont: 

Visual Ef fad i and Neighborhood Charader: 
The Draft EIR finds lhat there are •ertous unmlllgabfe tnpacts of (Hs 
proiect on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Charader. However. It severely 
understate* Ihese Impacts, glosses them over, or denies tham. Theee four buDdlnB* 
are ebsurdly out of charader with the community and the community plan. They 
would tower over everything ef*e. They would permit deneltle* lhal far exceed 
whs t t i e towodlnthe community plan: 160 dwelling unll* par acre compared 
lo the currantty allowabla 4S-7S unll/acre. The EIR must fully and dearty 
describe the aevere Impact* of Iheie changes. 

Orowth Inducement: The Draft EIR (en* to acknowledge that this projed wQ 
lead to e cotcsde of changes In the charader of our community. Once thlt 
projed receive* community plan amandmentt to alow these drasllcally new 
holgtils end levels of density, other developers ere sure lo ergue Ihey, too, 
should receive plan amendment* lo Increate Ihelr helghl end dentlly. In fact, 
requests for plan amendmenti lo dratltoallv Increase danslty are elrenrty lload i,ip 
right behind this project and win surely aryue that It Ihl* project I* 
approved, they too ihould recetve approval. 

Perk end Llbrory Servlcei: The Dreft EtR BofcrovHedgo lhal thlt project wodd 
add hundreds of new retldentt In an area Ihet already (alls vary far short 
of tha dty tlandard in nol^iborhood park* and Ilbrary tervlces. Yet the Draft 
EIR limply t ta le t Ihit ' l i not a tlgniffeant hnpad,* The Draft EIR cannol 
Ignore Ihl* tlgnificanl and unmHlgable Impad. 

The Draft EIR severely understate* lha Impacl of Ihe vary long shadow* Iheie 
buld lng i wm id ca* l . It underalalei Ihe amount of dafty Iruck Irafflo that 
would occur during the 6-12 year lime trama of excavation and conslrudlon. 
It does not adequately describe Ihe route* to be used by constniclion vehide* 
and does not esse** the noise Impacts ot these vehldes. 
TheDraf iE lRdetcr tbesanAl le rnaHveta lhepra ledwI th two lSt lo iy and 
two 21 ttory towers lhal vwuld reduce manyof thenegaltvelmpaa*. Including 
traffic. II gives no reason why Ihis project was nol chosen, even though II 

. la envIronmenlBlly superior, 
thank you for Hslenhig, 

Sandy and Jim Basalar 
3026 Award Row 

19.1 The density ofthe projecl is consislent with the overall density 
authorized by the Community Plan for the area. (Please sec response to 
comment 10.2.) Section 5.2 ofthe DEIR analyzes the project's traffic 
impacts. 

19.2 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

20.1 

From: 'AHison Bean* <albe8n032SOholmal.oom' 
To: <DSDEASO*and)ego.gov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 27.2008 104 PM 
Subject: Projed No. BMS/SCH No. 2003001108 

Comments on the Drafl EIR for Monle Verde 
(rem Anton Bean 3844 Camino Undo San Diego, CA 92122 

Visual E f fed* and Nafghborhood Charader 

The Draft EIR f ind* lhal Ihere are serious unmBgable Impacis of this 
projed on VUuai Effect* and Nel^iborhood Charader. However, It severely 
underslste* Ihese impecti, g lostet Ihem over, or denies them. Thete lour 
buldlngi are absurdly out of charader wllh the communily and Ihe communily 
plan. They would tcMMr over everything e l ie . They would permit dsmli let 
lhat far exceed what Ie alknwad h the oommunlty plan; IBOAmlltngunKi 
per acre compared to the currently ellawable 46-75 unll/eare. The EtR mutt 
fully and dearty de«cribe the tevere Impact* of these changet. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR f a l l lo acknowiedpe lhat W i projed will 
lead lo a cascade of change* In Ihe charader of our community. Once Ihli 
project recelvet communfty plan amendmenti to BOCW these drasllcelly new 
heights and lavalt ot density, other developer* are sura to i t f u * Ihey, loo, 
ehould receive plan amendmenti to Increate Ihelr height end density, ki 
fact, requests for plan emendmenl* to drasUcafly Increase density er* 
elreedy lined up rtj^il behind IMt profed end wl l turely argue lhal If 
this projed I* approved, ihey loo thoukl receive epprovel. 

Park and Library Service*: TDe Draft EIR acknowtedge lhat I N * projed would 
add hundreds of new resident* In en area lhat already taSi very far thod 
of Ihe dty itandard In neighborhood parks and flbmry servlcei- Yet th* 
Draft EIR simply stale* this 'Is not a slgnincanl Imped. ' The Draft EIR 
cannot Ignore Ihit tlgnHlcant and unmHigabla ImpacL 

The Draft EIR teverely undert lste* the Impad of Ihe very long shadowt Bieaa 
buDdlng* would cast. It understate* the amount of dally Iruck trafflc lhal 
would occurdurlng (he 6-12 year time frame of excavation and conalrucUon. 
II does not edequately describe the route* lo be used by construction 
vehide* end does not n t e s * ihe noise Impads of these vehldet. 

The Draft EIR detcrlbes an Allemallva lo Ihe projed wllh two 18 slory end 
two 21 slory lowers that would reduce many of t i n negative Impacti, 
Indudlng trafflo. It gtve* no rewon why ffils projed wa* not choaen. even 

. though It I t emtronmentafly superior. 

20.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

21.1 

From: 'Karen Dender* "fcabenderOsan Jt.com > 
To: <DSDEASQiand!ego.gov> 
Date: Wed. Sep 37.200811:05 PM 
Subject: Projed No. eS63/SCH No. 2003001108 

PLEASE NO HUOETOWERSII1 
No more oveMlevetopment In North UCtllll 
Karen Bender 
2870 Angall Ave 
San Diego CA B2122 

21.1 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

22.1 

From: "Paul Bender* cpebenderOian.rr.eom* 
T o : <DSDEASOaandlago ODV> 
Data: Tue, Sep 28, 2008 10:40 PM 
Subject: Comment* on th* Draft EtR lor Monta Verde 

Visual EfTects and Neighborhood Charader 

The Drafl EIR linds thai Ihere are seriou* unmHlgable Impacts of this 
projacl on Vlauel Effects end Neighborhood Charectar. However, H 
eeverely understate* Ihete Imped*, g lo* * * * them over, or denle* Ihem. 
These Four buMlngt are abaurcRy out of charader wKh the community 
and the community plen. They wvuld tower over everything else. They 
would permit dentines that far exceed what It elowed fn Ihe community 
ptan: 188 dwelling unit* per acre compared to the currently allowabla 
45-78 unVaae . The B R must luOy and dearty deaerlbe Ihe severe 
Imped i of th**e change*. 

Growth Inducement The Draft EtR f e l l hi edrnwrfedga Dial Ihli project 
wf l lead lo a caacade ot change* In Ihe charader of our community. 
Once Ihl* projed reoelvei community plan amendmenti lo allow theie 
drastically new heights and leveli of density, other developer* era *ure 
to ergue Ihey, too, ahould receive plan amendmenti lo hcraa ie thalr 
height and density. In fact, request! tor plan amendmenti lo drasUcally 
Increate density are elraady lined up right behind Ihla projed and will 
surely argue that If Ihl* projed I t approved, Ihey loo should receive 
approval. 

Park and Library Servlcea; The Draft EIR acknowledge the) Ihla projed 
would add hundreds of new rastdenlt In an area lhat already faRt vary 
tar ihort of the d l y t landard m neighborhood par t t and Kbrary 
service*. Yet the Draft EIR (Imply stalet this Ha not e slgnincanl 
Impad. ' The Draft EtR cannol Ignore this sl^lfloant and unmitigable 
Impad. 

The Drafl EIR severely underitates Ihe Imped of Ihe very long shadow* 
those buftdfrigt would caet. II undenlatet the amount of dally Iruck 
Irefno lhat would occur during the 5-13 year lime frame of excavaiion 
end consfructlon. It doe* nol adequalaly describe tha routes lo be used 
by conttrudlon vehldet end doe* not aasau the noise Impacti of Iheie 
veMdee. 

The Dreft EIR deecribe* en Altemalive to Ihe projed with two 18 i lcry 
and two 21 story towers lhal would reduce meny of the negative Impacts. 
Including traffic. H g lve i no reeaon why i N i projed wa t not chosen, 
even Ihough It Is envtronmantatly superior. 

22.1 Please refer lo responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

23.1 

From; "Al Bendetl" <bendotlO*an,n ,.com> 
To: <dadeBsOs*ndlego.oov> 
Date: Wed. Sep 27.2000 4:18 PM 
Sub jec t Projed #e5fl3/SCH #2003091108 

Commenli on Ihe Draft EIR for 

Visual Effects and Netghborhood Character: 

The Drsfl EIR finds thai there are serious unmfllgabla Imped* of this 
projed on Visual Effect* and neighborhood Charader. However, H severely 
underelete* Iheee Impacts, glosses them over, or denies them. These lour 
bulldlngt are ebturdly out of charader wtlh Hie community and Ihe community 
plan. They would lower over everything e l ie . They would permll danaWei 
that far exceed what It aflowed In Ihe community plan: 188 dwelling unll* 
per acre compared to lha currenDy aSowaWe 45-75 unilfacre. The EIR mutt 
fully arid dearty describe Ihe tevere Impadt of thete changet. 

Orowth Inducemenl: The Drafl EIR fal l* lo acknowtedge thai Ihl* projed wl l 
lead lo a cascade of changes In the character of our community. One* (his 
project receives oommunlty plan amendmenlt to allow Ihete dretlteally new 
heights end leveli of dentlty. other developer* are ture to argue they. loo. 
•houid receive plan amendmenl* to Increase their heltf* end density. In 
facL requests for plan amendmenls to drastically Increase density are 
already Hned up right behind (hit projed and wB wjrely argue that If 
Ihla projed It approved, Ihey loo should receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Drafl EIR acknowledge lhal Ihl i pro|ed would 
add hundreds of new resident* In an area thai already falls very far short 
of Ihe dty alandard In neighbortiood parki end llbrery services. Yel lha 
Draft EIR simply states thlt ' I t ro t a tlgnmcsnt fanpad.' The Draft EIR 
cannot Ignore t i t * tlgnlflcant and unrnltigabie Impact. 

The Draff EIR mverety underttalet the Impact ot Ihe very long ihadows Iheie 
buddtngs would cas t It understalsi lha emount of daly buck tramc lhal 
would oocur during the 6-12 year Ume frame of excavation and conttrudlon. 
II does not edequetely desclba Ihe routes lo be uted by conslrudlon 
vehicle* end doe* not asaaai tha n d t e Impact! ot Ihete vehide*. 

The Dreft EIR describes an Alternative to Ihe prcjed wllh two 18 l lory and 
two 21 atory lowara thai would reduce many of Ihe nagaifvolmpada. 
including traffic. II glvei no reeaon why ih l* projed was nol chosen, even 
though tt Is envlronmBntfllly superior. 

Al Bendelt 
E728 Honors Dr 
Sen Diego, CA 62122 
bendettQtan.rr.eam 

23.! Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

24.1 

From: 'Mary Berk' <ber1unnOyaliao.com> 
To: <DSOEASOiandl*go.eov> 
Dale: Tue. Sep 26, 200810:50 PM 
Subject: Opposed to lower* 

Commend on Ihe Draft EIR for Mont* Verde 

VUuai E f fed* and Neighborhood Character: 

The Draff EIR f ind* lhat there are ler ioui unmHlgable 
Impad* of Ihl* projed on V h u d Effeds and 
Neighborhood Charadsr, However, It eeverely 
underalatea theta Im pacta, gtostet Ihem over, or 
denie* Ihem. These four buldtngt are ebturdy out of 
charader vdth Ihe communily and the community plan. 
They would lower over everything else. They would 
permN densltlas lhat far exoeed wftal I t allowed In 
the communily plan: 108 dwel lngunlt i per acre 
compared to Ihe currenly allowable 45-7S unll/acre. 
The EIR must futty and dearty deecribe Ihe severe 
Impactt of these changes. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR rats lo scknowlsdpe 
lhal Ihit prpfed will lead to a oascade of changet In 
Ihe character of our communily. Once IHs project 
receive* community plan amendments to alow Ihese 
draslleally new heighl i and levels of density, other 
developera are t u re to argue Ihey, loo, thoutd receive 
plan amendmenlt to Increase their hei^it and density. 
In tact, requests for plan amendmenls to dresScalty 
Incnase density are already Hned up right behind 
thl* projed and win turety argue lhal R this 
projecl I t approved, Ihey loo thoutd receive approval. 

Perk and Library SarvlceB: The Draft EIR ecknowledge 
that thl* projed would add hundredt of new re«ldent* 
In an are* lhal elready tal l* very far thorl of lha 
dty standard In neighborhood parks and Bbrary 
services, Yet Ihe Drafl EIR simply s ta tu IMt ' I t not 
a significant hnpad. ' The Drafl EIRcannol Ignore 
t i t significanl and unmNgaUa Impact. 

Tha Draft EIR teverely underttalet Ihe knpad of Ihe 
very long thedow* Ihese buDdingt would east It 
underatale* the amount of dally truck traffic thai 
would occur during Ihe S-12 year time frame of 
excavallon and contbudlon. II doe* no* adequetely 
deecribe Ihe route* to be Uted by conatiudlon 
vehldea and does not assess lha noise Imped* of 
these vehidBs. 

The Draft EfR describes an Alternative to the projed 
with two 10 atory and two 21 story lower* lhat would 
reduce many of the negative Impacts. Indudlng 
traffic. II give* no reason why thlt projed wat not 
chosen, even I hou^ i H Ie anvlronmentaly tuperlor. 

Meryl Berk 
6505 Slratemann Street 
SanDlsgo, CAB2122 

24.1 Please refer to responses to commenls 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

25.1 

25.2 

25.3 

25.4 

From: "Marguerite Biattner, BSRN. CRA" <RssearchTrlal®OneWom*n.us> 
To: <DSOEAS®sandlego.eov> 
Data: Wed. Sep 27.200012:91 PM 
Subject: Commenls on the Draft EIR for Monte Verde Projed No. e963/SCH No. 2003001108 

To Whom II May Concern; 

l ama toca l U.C realdenl. Ittvs within 1 mile proximity to Ihl* project 
a t wall s i the proposed Regents Rd. bridge, I believe the contemporaneoui 
proposWons to commercMIze and develop Ihit area are not colncldenlal. I 
further believe that Ihe dianges Imposed as a direct result are anticipated 
lo be of great flnandal gain lo agroupof supporter*, non* of whom live 
In the area to be eft acted. 

This wf l be to the delrtmenl of en my neighbor*, Ihote from (he I • S 
region, Sorrento Valey and nearby Clskemont a i wen, I have Included 
delalled oommenl* supported by mytelf end Ihete nelghbori. 

I em pertonaly asking for contWerallon of and adVedreaponie loour 
concern* eboul the major end ddelerious Imped Ihe proposed changsi will 
foisl on Ihit neighborhood. Increased traffic, overwhelming jump tn 
population, doslrudlon of the beauty end almoaphere of IMi community Just 
lo name a fow. 

it Is obvious lhat should this projed pass, the nexl requfremerA will be to 
buld new school* becauie of sheer necessity. The continued tumble down 
a f l e d w l l then ravage and digest Ihe entire Bcreegeof U.C. East of 1-6. 
Obvloutiy. This It the beginning of numerou* projed* that vM aroda and 
corrode Ihe quality of We provided to the retldent*, Uur l t l i , heaUhcare 
provlden. university faculty, and other IndMduatt who by choosing to 
retocale In Ihit niche area of San Diego, made a slatemenl about lha 
appeerance, quality of life and amUance UnivertHy Clly exampllflsi. 

MYSELF INCLUDED. Please read oo. 

Commenl i on the Draft EIR for Monle Verde Vltual Effect* and Nalghborhood 
Charader: 

The Drafl EtR finds lhat there are serious Immitigable Impacts of thlt 
profed on VISUBI Effecta and Neighborhood Charader. However. II teverely 
underatatet Iheie Imped*, g to i i a t Ihem over, or denlet Ihem. These fo i r 
buildings are abaunVy oul of character with lha community end Die community 
ptan. They would tower over everything else. They would pemi 11 den titles 
that far exceed whel It allowed In the community plan: 188 dwelllnQ unite 
per acre compared to the currently alowabla 46-75 unll/acre. The EIR mutt 
fuDy and deerty deaerlbe tha severe Impads of Ihese changes. 

25.1 These comments are noted, and the commenter's objection to the project 
is acknowledged. 

25.2 

25.3 

As discussed in Section 5.4, the DEIR has acknowledged potential 
impacts to public services including schools. The project would be 
subject to payment of school impact fees. Under Stale law, the payment 
of these fees is considered adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes. 

Comment noted. Various aspects which help define quality of life 
including air quality, noise, traffic and neighborhood character are 
discussed in the EIR. 

25.4 Please refer lo responses lo comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

25.4 
Cont. 

25.5 

Growth Inducemenl: The Draft EIR falls lo aeknoHledge thai Ihl* projed wll 
lead lo a catcade of changet In Ihe charader of our communily. Once tNt 
projed recefve* communRy phut amendmenti lo allow IhssB drasHealty new 
height* and ieveft of dentlty. other developert are itrra to argue they, loo, 
ihould receive plan amendmenlt to Increais Ihelr helghl and denitty. In 
f ad , requeett for plan amendmenti to drastically kicrBate density era 
already lined up ri^it behhd Oils projed and wll turely argue lhal If 
thle projed Is approved, Ihey loo ihould receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Draft EIR acknowledge thai Ihb projed would 
add hundreds of new residenls In en area that elreedy fal l i very far short 
ol the dty itandard In neighborhood parks end Ilbrary tervlce*. Yel the 
Draff EIR simply i lalea Oils *ta not a sigmricant impad.* The Draft EIR 
cannot Ignore this ilgnlffcant end ImmlSgaUa Impact. 

The Draft EIR severely underatale* Ihe (mpad of Ih* very iong ihadows Iheee 
buildings would cast It undarstale* Ihe amount of dally truck traffic that 
would occurdurlng lha S-12 year Ume frame of excavation and oomlrudlon. 
II doe* not adequelely describe Ihe routs* to ba uted by construction 
vehide* and does not a t * * * * the noise Impeot* of Iheie vehldei. 

Tha Drafl O R datcrlbet en Altematlve to the projed with two IS itory and 
two 21 storylower* lhal would reduce many d Uvs negative bnpadi , 
Indudlng Irafflo. II gives no reason why Ihl* projed wa* n d choten. even 
though It Is emHronmentally tuperlor, 

This community tlys e banner lhal statet UC I* ' n d Jutl another 
nafghborhood*. 

Marguerite Bleitner, BSRN, CRA 
7738 Camino Noguera 
San Diego, CA 92122 
B68. 775. 0922 

25.5 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

26.1 

From: <meryannaOnethere,eom> 
To; <DSOEASO*andlego.gDv> 
Date: Wed. Sep 27, 3008 13:38 PM 
Subject Projed No. 8583/50H No. 3003001108 Mary Anna Boals 7887 Camino Kiosco San 
Diego, CA 02123 

Vlauel Elfeoti and Neighborhood Charader: The Drafl EIR ftnUs lhal there 
are •ariou* unmlUgable Impad* of t i l * projed on Vltual Effects and ' 
Neighborhood CharBder. However, II teverely underttatet these Impads. 
glosses them over, or denies them. These Four buDdhgi ere absurdly out of 
character with the community and lha community plan. They would tower over 
everything else. Tjiey would permll densities Ihel far exceed what Is 
alowed In the community plan; 188 dwelling units per acre compared to Ihe 
ourrentfy aDowable 48-75 unltfacra. The EIR mual fully and olaarfy 
describe Ihe severe Impads of Ihese changes, 
Orowth Inducement: The Draft EIR fnllt lo acknowledge lhal this projed 

wf l lead lo a cascade d chenget In lha charader of our community. Once -
Ihis projecl receivei communily plen amendments to allow Ihese drasUcally 
new heighli and level* of demlty, other developers are sura lo argue they, 
loo. should receive plan amendmenls lo Increase Ihek helghl and demlty. In 
fact, requeitt for plan amendments to dretl lcely Increase density are 
elready Hned up right behind Ihis projed end wKl surely ergue lhal If 
Ihl* projed t» approved, they loo should receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Drafl EIR acknowledge that IHs projed 
would add hundreds of new resident* In an area thai already fall* vary far 
short of Ihe city itandard In neighborhood perki and llbrery tervlces. Y d 
lha Drafl EIR limply sts le i this ACcdt not a significanl Impacts* The 
Draft EIR cannot ignore Ihit ilonHlcanl and urvnltkuihle knpi>ct 

The Draft EIR aeverety undentales the Impact d the very long shadows 
Ihese buHdlng* vrauld cast. II understeles the emount of daily truck 
trefflc thai would occur during the 8-12 year lime frame d excavallon and 
construction. It does not edequstelv describe Ihe routes to be used by 
conetrucUon veNdes and does nol as tes i the n d t e Impad* of theie 
vehicles. The Draft EIR describes en Altemalive to Ihe projed with Iwo 
16 (lory and two 21 storylowen thai would reduce many of the negtllve 
Impads, Indudtng Irafflo. It give* no reason why Ihis projed wat n d 
choten, even though It I t envtronmentaily superior. 

26.1 Please refer to responses (o comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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27.1 

27.2 

^ COMMENTS ~ 

From; "Kim 6" <klmbt>llvar1©hoIm8ll.oom> 
To: <DSDEASOt8ndlego,gov> 
Data: Wed. Sep 27. 200810:47 AM 
Subject: Projed No. esM/SCH No.3OO30B11O8 

My name I t Kim BoUvar. 1 Ive In 4070 Porta de Palmes f 13. San Diego, CA 
62122 

Comments on Ih * Draft EIR for Mont* Verde 

Vbual Eftedt and Neighborhood CharBder: 

The Draft EIR flndt that there are aeriou* unmiUgabt* Impads of Ihis 
projed on Visual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader. Howwver. ( severely 
underslalBs thete Impads, glotses Ihem over, or denies them. These four 
buildings are ebsurdly out of charader wHh the community and the community 
plan. TTiey would tower over everything el ie. They would permit dentlbei 
that far exceed what 1* aDowed In Ih * community plan: 168 dwellng unHs 
per acre compared to Ihe currently anowable 45-76 unlfacre. The EIR mut l 
fully and dearly deaerlbe Ihe levere Imped! ot theia changes. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR fan* to acknowledge lhal lh!t projed wit 
lead to a catcade of change* In the chor*der d our community. Once IMs 
projed recelvet communily plan amandmentt to allow Iheie drattlcally new 
helghtt and leveli of dentlly. other developer* are ture lo argue Ihey, too, 
ihould receive plan amendment* lo Increata Ihelr heignl and density. In 
l e d . requeita for plan amendmentt to dresUcally Increase dentlty a n 
already lined up r l t f i l behind Ihis projed end wfl surely argue that If 
Ihl* projed It approved, Ihey too ehould receive approval-
Park and Library Service*: The Draft EIR acknowledge lhal Ihl i projecl would 
edd hundred* of new resWeot* In an area lhat already fella very far ahcrl 
of the dty standard In neighbortiood parka and liirary servtoe*. Y d Ihe 
Drafl EIR simply itataa thl* I t nol a tlgnificanl impact.* Tha Draft EIR 
cannot Ignore IhJs tlgnHlcant and unmHIgaUe Impad 

F loat* take my comment* Into account and ttop lhat project. 

Sincerely, 

KlmBoDvar. 

RESPONSES 

27.1 Please refer to responses lo comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

27.2 Comment noted. This commenl wi l l be forwarded to the City Council 
for its consideration as part of the FEIR. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

28.1 

From; "Ceflne Bonnefous' <oonne_bonnefous©yahoo,com> 
To: <D5DEASOsandlego.gov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 27, 3006 4:B6 PM 
Subject: Projed No, 8B83/SCH No. 2003001106 

Celine Bonnefous 
4425 Via SepUveda 
San Diego, CA 82122 

Commenls on the Draft EIR for Monle Verde 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Charader: 

The Draft 61R Hods lhal there are aerious unmlligBblo 
Impads d this projed on Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Chareder. However, II severely 
underslatet these Impacts, posset them over, or 
d e n l t i them. Thete four buBdlng* are absurdly oul of 
Charader with Ihe communfty and the oommunlly plan. 
They would tower over everything else. They would 
permit denaitles lhat far exoeed whet Is allowed In 
the community plan: 108 dweBIng units per acre 
compered lo the currently allowabla 45-76 unll/acre. 
The EIR must MBy and clearly describe Ihe severe 
Impads d these changes. 

Growth Inducemenl: The Drafl EIR (alts to acknowledge 
lhal this projed win lead to a catcade of chenget tn 
the d iareder of our community. Once I N i projed 
recetve* comrnunfty plan amendmenli to allow Ihete 
drai l fcaly new heights end leveli of density, other 
developer* are sure lo argue Ihey. too, ihould receive 
plan amendmenl* lo Increate Ihelr helghl and deniity. 
In fact, reouests for plan amendments to drailically 
Increate density are already lined up right behhd 
•his projed end w l l surely argue lhat If thl* 
projed It approved, Ihey too thoukl receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Draft EIR ecknowledge 
lhal ih It projed would edd hundredt of new residents 
In an area lhal already (efls very fer thort of the 
clly t landafd In neighborhood park i and library 
services. Yet the Drafl EIR simply stales this 'Is n d 
a elgniflcanl tmpad.* The Drafl EIR cannol Ignore 
Ihis significant and unmlllgabl* ImpacL 

The Draft EIR severely underttalet Ihe Imped of the 
very long shadows these buildings would caat l l 
underslatss the amounl of daly Iruck traffic lhat 
would occur during the 8-12 year Hma frem* of 
excavallon end consiruction. II does nol adequetely 
describe the routs* lo be used by oomlrudlon 
vehide* end does not atsees the noise impad* d 
Ihete vehldes. 

The Draft EIR detcrtbet an Alternative to the projed 
with two 10 atory and two 21 atory towen lhat would 
reduce many of the negaliva Impadt, Including 
traffic. II give* no reaton why this projed wa* not 
chosen, even Ihough U It envlronmentany tuperlor. 

Celine Bonnefout 
4426 Via Sapuiada. 43 
San Diego. CA 02122 
USA 
(858)838-0255 

28.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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29.1 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

From: "Kalhy Bowtoi* <bowletovBrOyahDO.com> 
To: cDSDEASOsandego gov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 27,200010:23 AM 
Subject- Projed#e663/SCH No. 2003091108 

Commenl i on ihe Draft EIRIor Monte Verde 

Vtsual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader 
The Draft EIR f ind* lhal ihere are ler ioui unmlUgable impact* of tN* projed on Vliuaf Effect! end 

Neighborhood Character, However, It severely understalei these Impads, glosse* Ihem over, or der ie* 
Ihem-Theee four IniDdlng* are abtiarHy oul of charader with th* community and Ihe oommunlty plan. 
They would toww over everything else. They would pomi i danaHlM lhal (ar exoeed vrfial Is allcwed In the 
community plan; 168 dwellng unit* per acre compered to the currently aDowablB 46-76 untt/acre. The EIR 
mual fully and dearly deaerlbe the tevere Impacti of these change*. 

Growth Inducement The Drafl EIR (els to acknowledge lhal this projed wll lead lo a caicade of changes 
In the charader of our communlty. Once mi l projed receive* oommunlty plan amendment! to iHow Ihe»e 
dratllcslly new h e t f i l * end leveli of density, other deveiopen are sure to argue Ihey, loo, ihould receive 
plan amendmenls lo (ncreeee Ihelr height and dentlty. In fad , request* for plan amendmenl* to draattcalV 
kicreete demlty are elreedy lined up right behind thl i projed and wID turely argue that It thl* projed I* 
apprmed, Ihey too should receive approval. 

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledge that Ihis projed would add hundredt a l new 
realdentB In en area Ihet already falls very far ihort d the dty standard ki neltfiborhood perks and library 
aarvlces. Yel Ihe Draft £1R Umply i ta la* tW* 1 * n d a Hgnlflcant Imped.* The Draft EIR cannol Ignore tide 
elgnfflcant and unmRlgsbie Impact 

The Drafl EIR eeverely underslatet Ihe hnpad of Ihe very bug ihadowi Iheie txf ldlngi would ca*L l l 
undenlatet the emount ot daDy truck trefflo lhat would occur during lha 6-13 year time frame d 
excevatlon and construction. It doe* n d adequalely describe Ihe route* to be used by conttrudlon 
veh lde i and doet not assess Ihe n d i e Impactt d these vehldei. 

The Draft EIR describes en Altematlve to the projed with two 18 story end two 21 slory tower* that would 
reduce many of ihe negatNe Impeda. Including traffic it gives no reeeon why Ihl i project was n d diosen, 
even though It Is envlronmenlally superior. 

Sincerely, 
Kathy Bowles 
3142 Carnegie PI. 
San Diego, CA 02122 

Slay In the know. Pul ieonlhenowYahoo.com. Check n out 

29.1 Please refer to responses to commenls 10,1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

30.1 

30.2 

From: "Pam Boyts" <baylepOadelphla,naI> 
To; <DSDEASfflisiwllego,oov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 27, 2006 10:11 AM 
Subject: Projed No. 6563/3 CH No. 2003061106 

Comment! on the Draft EIR lor Monta Verde 

Visual Effect! end Neighborhood Charader: 
The Draft EIR f lndi thai there are serious unmHlgable Impadt of IMi 
projed on Vlsusl Eflecls and Neighborhood Character, However, It laverety 
undortletet Ihete Impadt, g lot ies Ihem over, or denies Ihem, These four 
buHlngs ere abiurdty out of character with the community and the community 
plan. They would lower over everything elte. They would permit dentltie* 
lhat far exceed what le allowed In Ihe community plan; 168 dwellng unlit 
per a c e compared lo the currenlly allowable 45-75 unit/acre. The EIR mut l 
fully and deerfy d * scribe the severe impads of thaae changes. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR falls to acknowledge thai this projed will 
lead (o a cascade of change! In lha chareder of our oommunlty. Once Ihfs 
profed recelvet communily plan amendment! lo allow Iheie drstl lcely new 
height* and leveli of demlly. other davelopen are sure lo argue they, too. 
should receive den amendmenl* to Increase Ihelr height end density. In 
t ad , requetls for plan amendments lo drailically Increete dentlty ere 
already Ikied up rlghl behind Ihit projed and wlli surely argue that If 
Ihia projed la approved, Ihey loo ihould receive approval. 

Perk and UbrafyServtoai: The Dran EIR acknowtedge lhal this projed would 
edd hundred* dnewrea lden l t In an araa lhat already ten* far thorl d tho 
clly standard In neighborhood parki and library servlcei. Yet tho Draft EIR 
limply slates IK t "It n d s ilgnlflcsnt Impad,* The Draft EIR cannot 
Ignore I N i significant and unmltlgeble Impact 

The Drefl EIR teverely underatale* Ihe Imped ot the very long sliedowt thete 
buldlngt would caat. It understelet the amounl of dally Iruck trefflo lhal 
would occur during the 6-12 year Ume frame of excavallon and conibudlon. 
II doe* not adequetely descrlb* Ihe routes to be used by oomtrudlon 
vehlde i and doe* n d a t t es t the noise Impeda of Ihete vehldea, 

The Drafl EIR describe* an Altemalive to the projed with (wo 18 slory and 
tw-o 21 itory lower* thai would reduce many of the negative Impact*, 
Indudlng traflic tl give* no reason why Ihl* projed wa t not choien, even 
Ihough It I t envlronmenlBly tuperlor. 

Dont even think about IMs exponential Increase In demltyllll 

Pamela Boyle 
4130 Porlo De Mereno #79 
SanDlago,CAB3123 

30.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

30.2 Comment noted. The density ofthe projecl is consislent wiih the overall 
density authorized by the Communily Plan for the area. (Please sec 
responses lo comments 10.2 and 10.3) 
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31.1 

31.2 

COMMENTS 

From: ' B l l BrehoT ^BBreherfllsbeglobal.nel* 
To: <DSDEASO!andlego.gov> 
Data: Wed. Sep 27, 3006 8:37 AM 
Subject: pro jed No. 05B3/SCH No. 2003001106 

Traffic on Oeneiee and Ihe surrounding UTC area 1* elraady a parking lot 
several Ume* a day and fire protedlon la Mocked by the Oeme 
tramc. The new baffle creeled by theie buMmga « * make Ihl i 
totaltv unacceoeble. 

Vl iual EffecU and Neighborhood Character 

The Draft EIR finds lhal ihere are aerloui unmfllgable Impad* of Ihis 
projed on Vltual Effects and Nel^iborhood Charader. However, It 
severely undentales Ihese Impacis, glosses Ihem over, or denies (hem. 
These Four buildings are abeurdly oul of charader With the communily 
and the community plan. They would lower over everything elte. They 
would permit dentltlet thai far exceed what It allowed In the community 
plan: 106 dwelling units par acre compared to the currently alowaUe 
48-78 unit/acre. The EIR musl ( l i ly and dearly describe tha tevere 
Impedso t thete changei. 

Growth Inducement: The Drafl EIR (aUs to acknowledge lhal thlt project 
will lead to acatcede of changai In Ihe character of our community. 
Once this projed recelvet community plan amendment! to alow iheaa 
draallcatty new heights and leveli d danslty, other developers are stve 
to argue they, too, ihould receive plan Bmendmanta to Increase their 
height and density. In feet, requetls for plen amendmenlt to drailically 
increase demlty are elready Hned up right behind IMt projed and wll 

approval. 

Park end Llbrery Servlcet: The Drefl EIR acknowledge that Ihit profed 
would add hundred! ot new reikfenls In an m a thai atraady fa i t very 
lar thor l of the dty tlandard In neighborhood parks and Ilbrary 
services. Yet the Draft EIR simply stalei Ihis I t nol a tlgntflcenl 
Impad. ' The Drafl EIR cannot Ignore this ilgnfflcant and unmlUgaUe 
Impact 

The Draft EIR teverely underslates tha Impart of lha very long shadow! 
these buldlngi would oatL H understates the amount of daly truck 
traffic that woutd occur during Ihe 8-13 yeer Ume frame of excavaiion 
and cont lnidlon. It rioea n d adequately detoribe the roulei to be used 
by comtrudion vehldei and doea not a i t a i ! the n d i e Impacti of these 
vehldet, 

The Draft EIR detcrlbe* an AHemaftve to Ih * projed with two 18 itory 
and two 21 i tory toweri that would reduce many of tha negative Impact*. 
Including traffic. 11 glvei no reaton why Ihl i projed wa i n d cha**n, 
even Ihough n 1* envlronmentaly superior. 

Sincerely. 

Joan and BIO Breher 
3205 Welmer Race 
San Diego, CA 92132 

31.1 

31.2 

RESPONSES 

This comment is noted. 

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

• 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

32.1 

32.2 

From: "HALLIE BURCH" <HALUEB(9ian.n.com> 
T o : <DSDEAS©»andleoo.gov> 
Dele: Wed. Sep 27, 2006 3:11 PM 
SubJ.ct; Projed No. 66631/SCH NO.200309110a 

Please exsrdae v e a t caution when considering emending lha community plan to •How (our towers to be 
built in an elready heavily impeded area. TheraspontlbHityof maintaining Uia Inlenl of community plans 
musi be fkst and foremost In Ihe decision making proce i i , if this projed l i allowed lo go thrdugh, Ihe city 
wH again have fallen into the handt d developert end unimpeded e^wlh will be enowed to continue. 

Visual Effeds and Neighborhood Character • 

The Draft EIR finds thai there are serious unmlUgable hnpads ol Ihis profed on Visual Eflecls and 
Neighborhood ChBrador. However, II severely underslates these impacts, glossei them over, or denies 
Ihem. These tour buildings are absurdly oul of character with Ihe community and the community plan. 
They would tower over everything el te. They would permll densities lhat far exceed what is altowad In lha 
community plan: 163 dwelling u d t i per ade compared to the currently alowaUe 45-76 oniyecre. The EIR 
must fully and dearly describe the tevere Impads of Iheie changes. 

Growth Inducement; The Draft EIR fells to acknowledge lhat this projed will Isad to a cascade of changes 
In Ihe charader of our community. Once thl* projed receives community plen amendmenti to allow these 
drasllcedy new heights and levels of dentlty. other deveiopen are sura to argue Ihey, too. ihould receive 
plen amendment* to Increase Ihelr helghl and density. In fact requests (cr plan amendmenls (o drailically 
increate density ere already lined up rlghl behind this projed end will surely argue lhal tf this projed Is 
anproved, they too ehould receive approval. 

Pnrk and Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowledge lhat thM projed would ndd hundreds of new 
residents In en area that already falls very far short d the city tlandard In neighborhood parks end library 
servlcet. Yet the Draft EIR tlmpty stale* ihit I t n d a signllicani hnpad.* The Draft EIR cannol Ignore thts 
significanl end unmHlgable Impad, 

The Draft EIR severely understelet Ihe imped o l the very long ihadows these bulidlngi wodd cast It 
understalts Ihe amount of daly Iruck traffic lhat would occur during the 5-12 year lima frame of 
excavallon and comlructlcn. II does nol edeQualaly describe lha routes lo be uted by contlrucllon 
veh lde i and does n d asses• the nol le Impads of these vehldet. 

The Draft EIR describes an Allemallve to the projed wHh two 18 story and two 21 itory lowers thel would 
reduce many of the negative (mpacts, Indudlng Irnffte. tl gives no reason why Ihi* projed was nol choten, 
oven Ihough It is envlronmenlally superior. 

Heine Burch 

2667 Angell Avenue 

Sen Diego, CA 02122 

32.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3. The Specific Plan 
area is approaching build-out, and there are limited opportunities for 
additional high-density projects in the area. 

32.2 Please refer to responses to commenls 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

33.1 

From: Ta ter Burch' <dpeler1 ©san jr .com > 
T o : <DSDEAS@sandleoo,gov> 
Date: Wed. Sep 27, 2008 7:63 AM 
Subject: Comments on Monte Verdedrafl EIR 

Comments on Ihe Draft EIR for Monte Verde 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Cheradar 

The Draft EIR finds dial there ere serious unmltlgabla Impacts of this projed on Vltual Effeds and 
Neighborhood Charader. However, R severely understates these Impecti, glosses Ihem over, or denies 
them. These four buildings are sbsunjly oul of eharecter wllh the community and the community plan. 
They would lower over everything elte. They wmuld permit densities lhal far exoeed ^ i a l It allowed In Ihe 
communily plan: 168 dwelling unHs per acre compered to Ihe currently allowable 46-75 unit/acre. The EIR 
must fully and dearly describe Ihe severe Impacis d these chenget. 

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR falls to acknowledoe lhal Ihtt project wtl lead to s cascade of changes 
In the charader of our communily. Once Ihl* projed receive! community plan amendment! to allow Iheie 
drasUcally new height! and levels of density, other developers ere sure lo argue Ihey. loo, thoutd recelva 
plan amendments to tocreese Ihelr height and dentlly. In l ad . requetls fer plan amendmenti to drsittcaBy 
Increase density are already lined up rlghl behind Dili projed and wl l lurely argue lhat If thl i projed i t 
approved, Ihey too should receive approval. 

Park and Library Servlcet: The Drafl EIR ecknowledge that H i projed would edd hundred! d new 
resldsnla In an area lhal already falls very far short of the city standard In neighborhood parks and library 
tervlce*. Yel Ihe Draft EIR l imply states th l s . l ! not eslgnlficad impad." The Draft EIR cannd Ignore Ihl i 
tlgniflcenl and unmitigable Impad. 

The Drsfl EtR eeverelv understalei Ihe impad of the very long shadows Ihsse buildings would cast, II 
underalalei Ihe amount of dally truck traffic that would occur during the S-l 2 year time frame of 
excavallon and comtrudion. ft doe* n d adequalaly describe the routes lo be used by conslrudlon 
veh lde i end doe* n d asset* the noise impacts of Ihese vehicles. 

The Draft EtR deecrtbes en Altemetlve to the projecl with Iwo 18 slory and hvo 31 story loweri that would 
reduce many ofthe negative Imped*, Indudlng traffic Itghrai no reaton why Ihis projed wet nol choaen, 
even though it Is envlronmenlally superior. 

33.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

34.1 

From: "Frank Covall" <fcovalt(aisbcglobal,nB!> 
To: <DSDEAS®sar)diego,gov> 
Date; TUB, Sep 26, 2008 11:22 PM 
Subject: Projed No. 6563/SCH No. 2003091100 

Commenl i on Ihe Draft EIR for Moole Verde 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character: 
The Draft EIR finds lhal there ere serious unmitigable Impacis d this projed on Visual Effects and 

Neighborhood Character. However. It eeverely understates Ihese Impadi . glosses them over, or denies 
Ihem, These four building] ere absurdly out of charader wHh the community and Ihe community plan. 
They would tower over everything olae. They would permit demllket the! far exceed what Is allowed In Ihe 
community plan: 16S dwelling unHs per sere compared lo lhe currently alowabls 45-79 unlf acre. The EIR 
mual fully and dearly deaerlbe Ihe tevere tmpad i d Ihete changaa. 

Growth Inducemenl: The Draft EIR fel l* to acknowledge thetthl i projed will l i ad to a cascade of changes 
In the character of our communily. Once Ihl i project receives community plan amendment! to allow Ihese 
drastically new height! end lovd i of dentlly, olher developert are ture to argue Ihey, too. ahould receive 
plan amendment! to tncraaie their height and density, in fad . requests for plan amendments to draslicaSy 
Incresse density are already lined up right behind this projed and wflt surefy argue lhal If Ihl i projed l i 
approved, Ihey loo ihould receive approval. 

Park and Llbrery Services: The Drsfl EIR acknowledge Ihst thl) projed would edd hundred! d new 
residenls In an area lhal already falls very far thorl d the dty tlandard In neighborhood parkt and llbrery 
tervlcBs. Yet Ihe Draft EIR simply i l a le t this "It note significant Impad. 'The Draft EIR eennol ignore thlt 
elgniflcanl and unrnltigabie hnpad. 

The Draft EIR teverely undertlatos Ihe Impad of Ihe very long shadows these buRdlngs would casL 11 
underitates Ihe amounl of dally truck trefflc lhal would occur during lha 6.13 year lime frame of 
excavation end comtrudion. l l doet n d edequately deicrlbe Ihe roulei to be used by conslrudlon 
vehldes and does n d a i se ie Ihe noise Impacis of these vehldes. 

The Draft EIR describes an Allemallve lo lhe profed wllh two 18 story and two 31 story towers the! would 
reduce manyof the negative Impacl*. Including IrBfflo. II gives no reason why Ihis projed was not choten, 
even though It la envlronmenlally su parlor. 

Sincerely. 

Frank Covalt 
6811 Tulane Street 
San DlegoCA B2122 

34.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

35.1 

From: "Erma Cox' <ermafcox©!bcgiobal,net> 
To: <DSDEAS)aandlega.gov> 
Data: Wed, Sep 7 f . 2008 9:49 AM 
Subject: Projed » OSOVSCH No. 2003091106 

I am very concerned about Ihe proposed projed sboul lo be approved for the fotlowlng ret sons: Visual 
Effects and Neighborhood Charader: The Dreft EIR find* Ihet there are terloui unmltlgabla Impnd* of 
IN* projed on Vliual Effeds and Neighborhood Chareder. However, It leverely underiteleri Ihese 
Impact*, g loate i them over, or denle* them. Theie four building* ere abiurdiy oul of charader with Ihe 
communily and the community plan. They would tower over everything e l i t . They would pennit denitUes 
that far exceed what Is allowed In the community plan: 188 dwelling units per ecre compared to the 
currenlly aHowable 45-75 unltfacre. The EIR must fully and clearly describe the severe Impacti of Iheie 
changei. 

Orowlh Inducement The Drafl EIR falls to ecknowledge lhal Ihl i profed wfl lead lo a cascade of dianges 
In Ihe character of our communily. Once Ihis profed receives community plan amendmenli lo allow Ihete 
drastically new heighli and levels of demlty, other developer! are sure to argue they, loo, ihould receive 
plan amendments lo Increaie Ihelr height and dentlty. In fad . requaiU lor plan amendmenli to drailically 
•ncrease density are already Dned up right behind this projed and WW lursly argue thai If thi i projed I* 
approved. Ihey too ihould receive approval. 

Park and Library Servlcei: The Draft EIR acknowledga thel this projed would add hundreds of new 
residents In en arse thai alraady ta l l ! very tar ihor l of the dty tlandard In neighborhood parks and library 
services. Yet Ihe Drefl EIR simply statet Ihl* Mcoto n d a slgnlflcsiK lmpacLft€ The Draft EiR cannd 
Ignore this significanl and umnlllgable Impact 

The Draft EIR severely underslates Ihe hnpad of Ihe very long ihadows Ihese buddings would cast It 
undentatei the amounl d defy buck Irafllc thai would occur during th * 8-13 year lime frame of 
excavation end construction, l l doe i n d adequalely describe the route* to be used by conttrudlon 
veh ide! end doe i nol a i s e t t Ihe n d i e Impacts of Ihese vehldei. 

Tha Draft EIR detcr ibel an Alternative to the projed wflh two 18 story and Iwo 31 itory tower* lhat would 
reducamnnyof the negative Knpedt, Indudlng IrafDc. Rglvee no reason why Ihis projed was n d chosen. 

_ even though It Is envlronmentflHy superior. 

Thanks 
Erma Cox 
5003 Mt. Gaywas Dr. 
San Diego, CA 83117 

35.1 Please refer lo responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

36.1 

36.2 

36.3 

From: "Fay Crevothay" <fBycre¥©yBhoo,eom> 
To: <D5DEASO8andleQ0 gov> 
Da l * : Wed, Sep 37,2006 4:55 AM 
Subjeot: Projeot No, e563/SCH No. 2003091106 

To whom It may concern 

I live In Untverelty Clly and I nm very concamed that 
no one i i prolecllng my nalghborhood. Car you help 
slop these bulldfeigs? 

Vlaud E f ted i and Neighborhood Charader 
The Draft EIR finds that Ihere are serious unmitigable 
impacts of Ihis projed on Visual Effeds end 
Neighborhood Charader. However. It eeverely 
underslatet these impads, gtostet them over, or 
denJei them. These four bulidlngi are ebturdly oul of 
charader with the community and Ihe community plan. 
They would tower over everything else, Thay would 
permll demlties that far exceed whal Is allowed In 
the community plan: 166 dwefflng unit* per ecre 
compared to Die currently ellowsble 45-76 unit/acre. 
The EIR must fully and dearly describe Ihe severe 
Impacts of these charges, 

Growlh Inducemenl: The Draft EiR Ian* to acknowledge 
lhal n™ projed wffl lead lo a cascade of change* In 
Ihe eharoder of our communily. Once IN* project 
receives community plan nmniidmentl lo allow thete 
drosllcaRy new heights and levels d dentlly, other 
developers are lu re to argue Ihey. loo. ihould receive 
plan amendmenls to (ncrease their helghl and demlty. 
In f ad , requests for plan emendmenta to dresllcnlly 
Increase demlty are already lined up rlghl behind 
this profed and wl l »urely argue lhat If this 
projed Is approved, they loo should receive approval. 

Perk and Library Swvtaai : The Drefl EIR Bcknowlodge 
l l ial thlt project would add hundreds of new residenls 
In an area lhal already (a l l vary fsr short o l Ihe 
dty standard In neighborhood parka and library 
serrices. Yel ihe Draft EIR iImply • tales this I s n d 
a algnlflcanl Imped." The Draft EIR cannd ignore 
this slgnincanl and urvnillgable Impact. 

The Draft EtR severely underslates the hnpad d Ihe 
very long shadow* Ihese bulidlngi would east l l 
underslates the amounl of daly Iruck traffic that 
would occur during Ibe 5-13 year lime frame of 
excavation and conslrudlon. II doe i n d adequately 
describe Ihe routes lo be used by oomlrudlon 
vehlde i and does not oatess the nols a Impacts d 
these vshldoB. 

The Draft EIR describe! en AlIematNe lo Ihe projed 
with two 18 t lory and two 21 story lowers lhat would 
reduce many of (he negaliva Impads, Indudlng 
traffic, KgNei m r e a i o n why thlt profed wat n d 
chosen, even Ihough it I t envlranmantelly superior. 

I exped you to take care d my Intereit i loo. 

Thank you 
Fay Crevoshay 
6045 Tulane St 
San Diego. CAS 92122 

Fey Crevoshay 
Communlcalloni Director 
WILDCOAST 
925 Seacoetl Dr. 
Imperial Beech. CA 91932, USA 
Tel: 619.423.8686 ext. 208 
Cel; 819.309.6445 
Fax: 010.423.8488 
fcrevos hayQwIdcoesl. net 
www.wildcoasl.nol 

Hdp Proled our Coe i l end Ocean by becoming a WILDCOAST member: 
h l lpMnvw.wMcoa i tn elMldcoatlslore Jitml 

36.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted and will be 
forwarded to the City Council as part ofthe Final EiR. 

36.2 Please refer to responses lo comments 10.1'through 10.8. 

36.3 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

37.1 

From: "Clnrsn Cronin' <clarBncQpBcbell.ne1> 
To; <OSDEASOtandiBgD.Bov> 
Dote: Wed. Sep 37, 3006 7:39 PM 
Subject: Projed No. 0B63/SCH No. 2003001100 

Vltual Effeds and Nalghborhood Character: 

Tho Draft EIR find* Ihel there ere ler iou i unmitigable Impadi d this 
projed en Vl iual Effects and Neighborhood Chereder. However, I I I everefy 
iinderstates these Impacis, glosse* Ihem over, or denies Ihem. Theie four 
bulidlngi are absunlly o d of charader with Ih * communily and the community 
plan. They would tciver over everylhlno else. They would permll densWes 
lhat far exceed what It aflowed In the oommunlty plan: 108 dwelling unlit 
per sere compared lo lha cunanlly allowable 4S-7S untl/aore, Tha EIR must 
futy and dearly describe the levere Impads d Ihese changes. 

Growth Induoement; The Draft EIR falls to ecknowledge that IhM profed wfH 
' lead lo a catcade d change! in Ihe charader d our community. Once Ihis 
projed receives community plan amendmenti to allow Ihese drasUcally new 
helghta and leveli of demlty, olher deveiopen are ture to argue thay, loo, 
•hould recelva plan amendmenti lo Increase Ihelr height end density. In 
f a d . requests tor plan amendmenls to draiUcaNy Increase density ere 
already lined up right behind this profed and wM surely argue lhat H 
Ihla profed i i approved, lhay too should receive approval. 

Park and Llbrery Services: The Drafl EIR acknowledge that Ihl i projed would 
addhundredsof new residents In en eraa that already f i i l i very for ihor l 
of Ihe dty itandard In neighborhood parks and library isrv lcei . Val Ihe 
Draft EIR l imply slates Ih l ! " l l n d a slgnincant Impact' The Draft EIR 
cannot Ignore this slgrtflcant and unmlttgoWe Impad. 

The Draft EIR severely underslatet Ihe Impad ot the very long shadow* Ihese 
buldlngs would cast IJ understate! the amounl d dally Iruck trsffic thai 
would occur during tha S-12 year time frame of excavallon and contlrucllon. 
It does n d adequately describe tha roulei to be uted by comtruclbn 
vehicle* and doe* n d a t t e s t Ihe ndae Impads d Ihese vehldet. 

The Drefl EIR deacrlbei an Alternative lo lhe projed with two 18 slory and 
two 21 story towers lhal vraJd reduce many d the negative Impads, 
Including traffic. It gives no reason why Ihl i profed was n d choten, even 
though K Is envlronmenlally superior. 

Sincerely 

Ciaran Cronin 

3176 Burwhe Avenue 

San Olego 

CA 92132 

37.1 Please refer lo responses to comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

38.1 

From; "Ella Dang'<dledang®hotmal.com> 
To: «DSDEAS®sendlBgo.gov> 
Data: Wed. Sep 27. 2006 4:29 PM 
Subject: Projed No. e563/5CH No. 3003001108 

Please consider the following concern re the Draft EIR 

Growth Inducement The Draft EIR tent lo acknowtedge tha! Ihit projed will 
lend to a cascade of changes In Ihe charader of our community. Once this 
projeot receives community plan amendments lo allow these drastically new 
heighl i and level* of demlty. olher deveiopen are ture to argue they, loo, 
ihould receive plan amendments to Increate Ihek height and dentlly. In 
fact roquBBls for plan amendmenti to draillcaliy Increase demlly ere 
elreedy lined up right behind this prefect and will turely argue lhal If 
thl* projed Is approved, they too ihould receive approval. 

Thank you, 
L, Dang 
3486 MlUIkln Ave. 

38.1 Please refer to response to commenl 10.3. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

39.1 

39.2 

From: 'Dianne D a / 1 <dBy®iBlk.edu> 
To: <DSDEASiSsandlogo.gov> 
Dale: Wed, Sep 27,200610:20 AM 
Sub jed : Projed No, 5453SCH No 2003081100 

I have been a long-llme resklenl In the Odden Triangle end have enjoynd 
Ihe community almoiphere and conllnue to do so. The proposed buildkigs 
are n d only out d charader for Ihe aren but will have a tremendous 
Impad on the densKy d the community es wed. Hare are some comments 
and observations: 

Visual Effect* and Neighborhood Character: 

The Draft EIR find* I h d there are ler ioui unmBigablB impacts d this • 
projed on Vltual Effeds and Neighborhood Chareder. However, II 
severely undertlate* Ihese Impad i . g lo t te t Ihem over, or denies Ihem. 
These four buildings are absurdly out of charader wllh the community 
and Uie community plan. They wvuld tower over everything etae. They 
would pormM dens Hies thai far exceed whal i t alowed In the community 
plan: 168 dwellng utr t t per acre compared to the currently elowablB 
48-76 unit/acre. The EIR must fully end clearly de io iba Ihe severe 
Impacis of these change*. 

Growlh Inducemenl: The Drafl EfR f e l l to acknowledgB thai Ihl* projed 
w l l lead lo a cascade d changes In the charader d our community. 
Once Ihl* projed receivei community plan amendment! lo allow Iheaa 
drasttesltynew helghtt end levds d demlty, other developeri are lure 
to ergue they, too, shodd receive plan amendments to Increate Ihelr 
height end OertsRy. In f ad , request* for plan amendmenli to drastically 
Increase demlty are already lined up right behind this profed and win 
lureiy argue lhat if this profed Is approved, they loo should receive 
approval. 

Park and Ubrsry Services; The Drsfl EIR ecknowledge thai this projed 
would add hundreds of new residents In an area lhat _already_ lalh very 
far short of Ihe d ly alandard In neighborhood parki and library 
•arvlces. Yet the Drsfl EIR simply i ta te i thlt T i n d »tignlflCBnt 
ImpacL' The Orefl EIR cannol tgnore thlt ligntflcant end urunltigsble 
ImpacL 

The Drafl EIR leverely understelet Ihe Impad Of the very long ihadows 
these building! would ca l l . II underelatei the amount d daDy truck 
baffle lhal would occur during lha S-12 year Ume frame d excavaiion 
and conttrudlon. II doe i n d adequalely describe the roulei to be used 
by construction vehldei end doe i n d a i i e u the noise bnpects d iheie 
veh lde i . 

The Draft EIR describes an Allemallve lo Ihe projed wllh hro 18 itory 
and two 21 atory lowara lhal would reduce many d tho negative impacU, 
including (raffle. II glvei no reason why Ihl i project wa i n d chosen, 
even though II Is envkonmentally superior. 

I wodd like to receive your comments on Ihe above. 

Dlat iw D. Day 
VP Development 
The Salk (mlltule for Bldoglcd Slutfe* 
10010 North Torrey Pines Road 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
Phone: (858) 482-0840 
Fex: (866) 625-2405 
dayig salk.edu 
www.sBlk.edu 

39.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted.- Tor a discussion of 
visual impacts, please refer to Section 5.13 ofthe DEIR. With regard to 
density, please refer to responses lo commenls 10.2 and 10.3. 

39.2 Please refer to responses to commenls 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 

RTC-103 

http://salk.edu
http://www.sBlk.edu


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

40.1 

From: "Marcio C, de Andrade' <mandredeQsan.rr.com> 
To: <DSDEAS©SBix»B(p.gov> 
Date: Tue, Sep 20, 2006 11:23 PM 
Subject: Projed No. 6883/SCH No. 2003091106 

My wife and I would Ilka to express our opposition to Ihe plannid development on Ihe oomer of Genesse 
Ave, end La JdaVniaga Drive for Mm reason* described on Ihe draft E lRon lH t projed (tee below). 
Thenk you for your allenllon lo thlt matter. 
Sincerely, 

Marcio de Andrade. Ph.D. 
3431 VUanova Ave. 
San Diego. CA 92122 

Visual Effects end Neighborhood Charader: 
The Drefl EIR flndt lhat there ere serious unmltigada impads of Ihis projed on Vltual Eflecls and 
Neighborhood Charader. However. II severely underslates these impad i . glossei Ihem over, or denlei 
them. Theie four buldlngs are absurdly out of character with the community end the community plan. 
They would tower over everylhlrg el ia. They wodd permll demltlei lhal lar exceed what Is allowed In Ihe 
community plan: 188 dwelling untt* per acre compared to Ihe cuneotty oDowabie 46-78 unlUacre. The EIR 
mut l fuDy and dearly describe Ihe severe Impscls d these change*. 

Growlh Inducemenl: The Drafl EIR falls lo eoknowlfldgB that Ihis projecl win lead to e cascade of changes 
ki Ihe charader of our community. Once Ihi* projed receives community plan amendmenti to allow Ihese 
drssticaly new helghtt end levelt d demlty. other developeri ere ture to argue they, loo, should recetve 
plen emandmBnls to Increase their helghl and density. In fad . requeitt for plan amendmenlt lo dresBcsdly 
loryeMe density are already lined up rishlbahLTd this projad and wKliLnaly mgue lhal if ihl i projecl i t 
approved, Ihey loo ihould receive approval. 

Park and Library Service*: The Draft EIR acknowledge lhal Ihtt projed would add hundred! of new 
retldentt In en erea lhal already falls very far short of the clly tlandard In neighborhood parks and library 
tervlcei. Yet Ibe Drefl EIR ilmpfy i lstas tW* " I * n d a ilgnlflcanl frnpacL" The Drefl EIR earmd Ignore Ihi* 
significanl and unmlOgabl* ImpacL 

The Drafl EIR severely underitalea Ihe Imped d the very long shadows these bundles would cast. It 
undorslalee the amood d daBy Iruck traffic that would occur durkig Ihe 5-12 year Ume frame d 
excavation and conslrudlon. It doei not adequately describe theroute* to bau ied by conitruollon ' 
veh ide! and doe* n d a s i est the noiee Impadi of Ihese vehldes. 

The Draft EIR doscribas an Altemallva lo the project wllh two 18 l lory and two 21 itory towen that would 
reduce many d Ihe negethre Impede. Inohidlng traffic. 11 givas no reason why I N i projed wat nol choten, 
even though It I t environmentally tuperlor. 

40.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

41.1 

41.2 

From: "Chriitlne DeMarla PenflekT <cdemailaO*an.r.com> 
To: <D8DEAS6iandlego,gov> 
Data: Tue. Sep 38, 2008 8:38 PM 
Subject: Projed No. SSOVSCH No. 3003091108 

Seriously, people. Whal It wrong with Ihl i pldureT How ran you 
complain about the trafflo burden on Ganenee end then approve a projed 
Eke IHs? How much ere you people taking from Ihe developers, anyway? 
My name It Chriitlne DeMaria Penfleld and I live at 2739 Curie Place San 
Diego, CA 93132 and I seriously oppose this and ail dher ihort-slghted 
d l ia t t rou i pro jed* like II. 

Comments on the Draft EIR (or Monte Verde 

Visual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader: 

The Draft EIR flndt that there are serious unmitigable Impacts of this 
projed on Visual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader. However, il 
teveraly understalei these Impacts, glossei Ihem over, or denies Ihem. 
These four buildings ere ebsurtfy o d of charader wllh Ihe community 
and tha community plan. They would tower over everything else. They 
would permit derwlllns that far exceed whsl Is atlowed In Ihe communily 
ptan: 188 dwelling units por ecre compared to Ihe currently dlowaWe 
45-79 untVacm. The EIR must fufy and clearly describe Ihe severe 
Imped i d Ihete changes. 

Growlh Inducemenl: The Draft EIR laBs to acknowledge thai Ihl i projed 
wf l lead to a cascade of changes In Ihe chsreder of our community. 
Once this profed recelvet community plan amendments to allow lhat a 
drailically new heighli end levels of demlly. other developers are sure 
to argue Ihey. too. ihould receive plan amendmenls to Increase their 
helghl and density. In (act, requests tor plan amendments to drastically 
bcreaae density ere already Dned up right behind this projed and wD 
surely argue thai if this projed l i approved, lhay too should receive 
approval. 

Park end Library Servtces: The Draft EIR acknonf edge that Ihis projed 
would add hundredt d new reildenta In an area that _alrBady_ f d l i very 
far short of Ihe dty itandard In neighborhood parks and tlbrary 
sarvlces. Yet the Drafl EIR simply i l a l e i Ihis I s n d a ilgnlflcanl 
ImpacL" The Drsfl EIR cannd Ignore Ihl i i lgnHlcad and unmitigable 
impact 

The Draft EIR eeverely undentales Ihe Impacl ot the very long ahedow* 
Ihese buDdtogs would catL It understates the amounl d daDy Iruck 
trefflo that would occur during the 9-12 year Ome f r a m e d excavallon 
and conslruclion, II does n d edequately describe the routes to be used 
by construction vehicles and does n d a i t e t t the noise Impecti of Ihsie 
vehldea, 

The Draft EIR describes an AllemeUve lo Ihe projecl wllh two 18 llory 
and two 21 story lowers lhal would reduce many d the negallve Impacis, 
Including traflic. II glvei no reason why Ihis projed was n d choien, 
even ihough It I* envlronmentely superior. 

41.1 The commenter's opposition to the projecl is acknowledged and il will 
be forwarded to the City Council as part of the Final EIR. 

41.2 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

42.1 

From: <paremom@Justlco.com> 
To: <DSDEAS@*andleoo.COT> 
Date: Wed. Sep 27, 2006 7:17 AM 
Sub jed : Projed No. B503/SCH No. 3003001106 

Commenls on the Draft EIR for Monle Verde 

Visual Effect! and Neighborhood Charader 

The Draft EIR flnds that there BTB serious unmitigable 
Impads of th l ! project on Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Charader, However. It severely 
underslates these Impacts, tfosse* them over, or denle* 
them. Theie tour buldlngi ere absurdly out d 
character wKh the community and Ihe community plen. 
They would tower over everything el ie. They would 
permit densities that far exceed whel Is ellowed In the 
communily plan: 166 dwedlng unlls per acre compared lo 
lha currertlly atlowabla 46-78 unit/acre. The EIR mut l 
fully and dearty describe the levere impads d ihese 
changes. 

Orowth Inducement: The Draft EIR fallt to acknowledge 
Ihet (his projed win lead to a cascade of changes In 
Ihe chareder of our communHy. Once this project 
recafves community plan amendments lo allow these 
draitlcaliy new helghl* and levels of density, other 
oavetopert are sure to ergue they, loo, ehouid receive 
plan amandments to Increase Ihelr helghl and density. 
In fad , requests for plan amendments lo drastically 
Increasa demlty are already lined up right behind this 
projed and wID surely argue thai H this projed Is 
approved, Ihey loo should recelva approval. 

Park end Library Servtces; The Draft EIR acknowledse 
that this projed would edd hundred! o l new residenls 
In an area lhat already la» i very far short of the 
city standard In neighborhood parki and library 
lervtcss. Yel Ihe Draft EIR almply i l a t a i Ihis 'Is n d 
a ilgnlflcanl Impad. ' The Draft EIR cannd Ignore Ihl i 
tlgnificanl and unmilloable I m p a d 

The Draft EIR (everely undenlatet Ihe Impad of Ihe 
very long shadows Ihese buHdlngi would cast. II 
understates the amount d dely truck traffic lhal 
would occur during Ihe 5-12 year Ume f r a m e d 
excavation and comtrudion. II does n d adequalely 
describe Ihe routes to be used by eonilrucMon vehldes 
and does n d a i t ess ths noise Impecls o l these vehicle*. 

The Draft EIR describes an AlramallvB lo Ihe projed 
yMh two 18 story and two 21 slory tower* lhal would 
reduce manyof the negative Impeda, Indudlng Irafllc. 
It gives no reason why Ihla project was n d choien, 
even though H Is envkonrnentaflysuparkir. 

Stephen W. Desterhaft 
3063 Fried Ave San Dtego. CA 02122 

42.1 Please refer to responses lo comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

43.1 

From: "Drew Doughert / <drew<JlB!denh!pdna.corn> 
To: <OSOEASO*andlego.gov> 
Dete: Wed. Sop 27,2006 11:37 PM 
Subject: Projed No. eS83/SCH No. 2003091100 

My name It Drew Dou^ar ly , I Ive In Univertlty City. 

The Draft EtR find* lhat Ihere ate lerious uranlllgsde ImpacU d this 
projed on Visual Effeds end Neighborhood Character. However. R teverely 
undentate* lhe*e Impads, gloises Ihem over, or denies Ihem. These lour 
bulidlngi are absurdly oul of character wllh Ihe community and the oommunlty 
plan, They would lower over everything dse. They would permll donsltlei 
that far exceed whel I t aDowed In the eommudlytfan: 108 dwaPhg unRt 
per acre compared to Ihe currently allowable 49-7S unit/acre. The EIR mut l 
fully and clearly describe the severe Impact* of Ihese chaneet. 

Growth Inducement The Draft EIR fa f t to acknowledge lhal this projed wl l 
lead to a cascade dchangas In the charader d o u r community. Once Ihit 
projed receivei community plan amendmenti to allow lhate drailically new 
heights end levels d density, other developert are sure to srgue they, too, 
should receive plen amendments to Increase Ihak height and density. In 
fed , request* for plan amendments lo drastically Increase density a n 
already Dned up right behind this projed and will surely argue lhal If 
this projed I* approved. Ihey loo should receive approvd. 

Park and Library Servlcei: The Drafl EIR acknowledge that Ihl i projed would 
add hundredt of new resldenli In an area lhat already Wis very far short 
d Ihe d l y i lendard in neighborhood perks and library sarvtees. Yel Ihe 
Draft EIR l imply states this I s nol a ilgnincanl Impad." The Draft EIR 
cannd Ignora this ilgnlflcanl and unmlUgable ImpacL 

The Drafl EIR leverely understate* Ihe I m p a d d the very long shadow* the*e 
building* would cast. It underslatet the amount of dally Iruck irafflc thel 
would occur during tha 8-13 year time frame of excevalkm and construction. 
II does n d adequalely describe Ihe rdrtet to be uied by comtrudion 
vehldes and does n d e a i e i i Ihe n d i e Impeda d Ihete veNclat. 

The Draft EIR describe* en AKematfv* to Ihe projed wllh two 18 itory md 
two 21 atory towers thai would reduce many d I h i negallve Impact!, 
Indudlng trefflo. II gives no reason wiry thi i projed Wei nol chosen, even 
Ihough II Is envtronmenlaly lupertor. 

Drew Dougherty 

LeadenhlpDNA 

(858)457-3415 

wwwJeadenhlpdna .com 

43.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

44.1 
44.2 
44.3 
44.4 

From; "Faye Duggan' <fdug(jan®BBrlhllnk.ne!> 
To: " S i n Diego City CouncT <DSDEAS@iandiBoo.gov> 
D t t r . Tue. Sep 26.2000 0:00 PM 
Subject; Projed No. e563/SCK No. 2003091106 

San Diego City Council; 

I do n d *ee how lha City Coundl can approve ths Monta Verde projed el Genei iee and La Jolla Village 
Dr. Theie buldlngi do n d fil wllh Ihe chBracter of our community and will advenely alfad the traffic and 
aesthetics of Ihe neighborhood. Ths reskjentt of Ih l i area do not want (our giant buBdlngt lowering over 
everythino In Ihe area and blocking sunshlna and casting shadows lor most d Ihe davUghl hours. This 
development goes agalrat the Inlenllom d Ihe Community Plan In every respect The hnpad d Ihe 
Crossroads apartmed developmed (Ihough not yet compleled} has negatively Impeded residents in t h * 
eree - end Isnl this Ihe same developer as Monte Verde? II realty makes me quattlon why Ihe City 
Council goes agakisl the withes d Ihe votenfreildenls end continues to make choice! Ihtt benefit 
developers, bui n d the d t l ren* of San Diego. 

Charlie Faye Duggan 
5562 Renal*lance Ave. #3 
SanDlego.CAe3133 
808/540-8170 

44.1 Please refer to response to comment 10.1. As discussed in Sections 5.2 
and 5.3, the DEIR has acknowledged significant impacts lo traffic and 
circulation and neighborhood character. 

44.2 Please refer to response to comment 10.5. 

44.3 As discussed in Section 5.1, the DEIR has acknowledged potential 
impacts lo land use, including consistency with the Community Plan. 

44.4 The commenter's opposition to the project is nolcd. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

45.1 

45.2 

From: 'Jon El len" <jonhal*enQyahoo,com> 
To: <dsdea*O*andleg0.gov> 
Dale: Tue. Sep 20, 2006 6:33 PM 
Subject: Projed No. e803/SCH No. 3003001106 

Comment! on the Drafl EIR for Monle Verde 

While the following Info I a r e e with, baslcaly I am sgalni l mora deni ty in an area thai already h a i too 
many mulli-famlly reeWencas and dentlty. I l l Jutl mora crowding on the local schools and more traffic 
and polhiUon. 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Chareder: 
The Draft EIR flnda lhat Ihere are serious unmitigable Imped* d Ihla projed on Visual Effects and 

Neighbortiood Charader, However, 1 severely underslatet lh*«e Impads, glossei Ihem over, or denlei 
Ihem. These four buildings are ebsurdly oul of charader with ihe community and tha community plan. 
They would tower over everything else. They vrauld permll denslllei that fer exceed what i t allowed In the 
community plen: 166 dwelling unl t i per acre compared to the currenlly eOowablB 46-76 unlt/aer*. The EIR 
mu*l fulty and deorty describe Ihe severe Impacts d thete changet, 

Orowth Inducement: The Draft EIR f a i t to acknowledge thai thlt projed will lead to a catcade d changei 
In lha chareder at our community. Once this projed receives communly plan amendments lo allow these 
drastically new helghtt and level* of demlty. other deveiopen ere sure to argue ihey. too. ihould receive 
plan amendmenti to Increate their height and density. In fed , request! for plan amendment* to drailically 
increese density are already lined up right behind Ihl i projed and wCI turety argue that H Ihit projed i t 
approved. Ihey loo should receive approvd. 

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledge thai Ihl i project would add hundreds of new 
residents In an area lhal already fall* very for short of the d ly tlandsrd In nalghborhood parki snd library 
services. Yet Ihe Draft EIR almply stales this I s n d a ilgnlflcanl Imped,' The Draft EIR cannd Ignore this 
tlgnificanl and unmHigBble Impact 

The Draft EIR severely under*telei Ihe Imped d the very long shadows Ihese buhSngt would casl. II 
undaratelas the amount of daRy Iruck traffic lhal would occur during Ihe 6-13 year time frame d 
excavation end construction, It does n d adequately describe Ihe roulei to be used by conslrudlon 
vehldes and does n d asses* Ihe n d i e impact! of thete vehldes. 

The Draft EIR describes en Allsmellve to Ihe projed with two IB itory and Iwo 21 t lory towen lhal would 
reduce manyof Ihe negallve knpad i , indudlng traffic, 11 glvei no reason why Ihit project w a i nol choien, 
even though It l i environmentally tuperlor. 

Sincerely, 

JON EISEN 
3375WBlmBrPI 
San Diego. CA 03133 

45.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. Regarding the 
density ofthe project in relation to the Community Plan, please refer to 
responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3. 

45.2 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

RTC-109 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

46.1 

46.2 

46.3 

From; <pegenge'®*an,rT.com> 
To: <OSDeAS©iandiego.gov> 
Dete: Wed, Sep 37. 2000 4:40 PM 
Subject: Projed No 05031 SCH No 2003001106 

September 37. 3006 

E. Sheersr-Nguyan 
Environmental Planner 
Clly d San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego. CA 02101 

Subjed; Projed No e663/SCH No 3003091100 

Comment on the DEIR for Mont* Verde Projed In Unlvenlty City 

I believe 'Growth Ipducemenf Is a seriou* pdenllel Impad Ihet deserve! better discussion than is offered 
In this DEIR. That University Clly i i "nearly compleiely buKI out' doei n d make Insignificant Ihe policy 
question d h o w amending our Communlt/Plan to altow Increased demlty will Induce i lmlar acllons wilhin 
our erea. Which projects In Unherslty City are remalntng lhat would ilmflarty gain from sknlar Plan 
amendmenls? What happens In older neighborhoods whan redevelopmed projeds propose Plan 
amendments for tnereased density? 

Thai a shortage of housing Induces pressure to Increase housing throughout the San Diego region Is also 
krelevant. What Is rolevanl to public oHIdals'declskin-making Is (air distribution of the Clly-wtde pressure 
lo Increaae housing. The Unlverally Community Plen aireedy provides for ours to be an ana of high 
density. I* It con*l»lenl with whal ' i happening In other eommonltlei thel 11 nowlake on more? How 
common In Esn Diego history I* ihe amending d our Communily Plan* lor tne purpose o l Incraailng a 
neighborhood's demlly? la Ihis a routine reason for revlaioni In the 'dynamic* procei i d San Diego 
planning? 

Corwlder lhat wo In University CBy Just saw In Ihe CouncTs tSsoutslon on Ihe Regent! Road bridge 
project lhat Ihey are not comfortable emending a Community Plan Just becauie communily reildents heve 
come to value remaining parkland more than they do completion d a neighborhood arterial. It '* glaring In 
Ihl* conloxl to be cavallar eboul another legitimate community concern - that emending a Plan lor t h * 
purpose* d increased dentlty b an Inducement lo further untorstaen growth. 

Margaret Engel 
4451 Huggins SI 
San Olego 02122 

46.1 Please refer to response to comment 10.3. 

46.2 This EIR contains an analysis ofthe project's potential physical impacts 
on the environmenl. The commenter's questions are nol within the scope 
of this analysis. However, they will be forwarded to Ihe City Council as 
pari ofthe Final EIR. 

46.3 As discussed in response lo comment 10.3, the project is consistent 
with overall density limits set forth in the Specific Plan. At the time 
the City prepared the DEIR for the project, the status ofthe Regents 
Ridge proposal was uncertain. For this reason, the analysis considers 
impacts of the project both with and without the bridge. The commenter 
is correct that the Regents Ridge project is opposed by some members 
ofthe community. As no issue regarding the adequacy ofthe DEIR is 
identified, no specific response can be made. 

RTC-110 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

47.1 

47.2 

47.3 

From: 
To: 
Dale: 
Subject: 

Greetings: 

Tear ! Event ' <*mallhalmOtan.rr.com> 
<DSD EAS@iBnd1eoo.oov> 
Tue, Sep 26. 3006 8:52 PM 
Projed No. 6eS3/SCH No. 2003001108 

The** are my commenl* for the Drefl EIR For Monte Verde. 

Pleaie do nol discard Ihe community plan, which allows 4G-76 unit/ 
acre. The 4 glsnl h l ^ i rise towen proposed lor development al 
Qenaseeand Le Jofle vmage D r t n allows 188 dwelling unfts per 
acre. Not only will Ihe Impad d traffic and other proUemi be 
unacceptable, othor developer* wf l demand their right to build 
ilmllar pro jed i , Tha Draft EIR cannot ignore thl* signincent and 
unmitigable Impad on lha communHy. I find N difficult to 
understand why such housing would be alowed when there l i alraady • 
glut o l condo unl l i aaluraltng the merkel. 

Why was Ihe Draft EIR's Allematlve of Iwo 10-*Iory and two 31-atary 
lowen n d choaenT They are envkonmenlaly preferable. 

ReapactfuBy. 

Alice Pearl Evam 
4335 Porte de Palmat #183 
San Diego, CA 02122 

imallhelmOssn.rr.com 

47.1 Please refer to response to comments 10.2 and 10.3. 

47.2 Comment noted. The market for condominiums or other residential 
units fluctuates over time. At present, the region is experiencing a 
softer market for condominiums available for sale than in recent years. 
By historical standards, prices for condominiums remain high. It is 
impossible to predict with certainty the future market for condominiums 
or olher residential units. It is clear, however, lhat over the long term, 
there is significant demand for residential units in the region generally, 
and in the University City area in particular. The EIR focuses on the 
environmental impacts ofthe project using the Development Services 
Department's standard thresholds and does not take a position for or 
against the project.. 

47.3 Please refer to response to comment 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

48.1 
48.2 -
48.3 t 
48.4 I 

From: <Johd.eeEv8niOad.cDm> 
To: <DSDEASOsar>dlego,gov> 
Dele: Tue, Sep 26, 2006 0:28 PM 
Sub jec t Projed 6603/5CH No, 3003001106 

Proposal for 36 and 40 story lowen el Qeneisee end La Jolla Vlllag* Drive: 

Visual effects end neighborhood charader: 
This proposal would radteally and negatively B(I«rt the charader d Ihe 
neighborhood. Thoywould lower above ell of Ihe olher buHdlngs lhal are moslly 
consistent wild each other. They will oatt long shadow* over the dock. 
Furthermore, th l ! exception could Invito even more excepllona. 

The negallve environmental effecta are not aOequalely addressed In Ihe EIR. 

John l e e Evam 
6371 Bragg SI. 
Sen Diego. CA 92122 
658-4534921 

48.1 Please refer to response to comment 10.1. 

48.2 Please refer lo response to commenl 10.5. 

48.3 Please refer to response lo comment 10.3. 

48.4 This comment is noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

49.1 

Prom: -JAMES FINCH" <L<!nch(Babcglobaljia»> 
To: <DSDEA8Qsandiego.gov> 
Data: Wed, Sap 37. 3006 10:32 AM 
Subject; Projed No. eee3/SCH No. 2003001108 

Comment! on Ihe Draft EtR for Monle Verde 

Vl iual Effeds end Neighborhood Charadw: 
The Draft EIR Dndi lhal there are ter loui unmlllgebls Impadi ot Ihl* project on Visual Effeds and 

Neighborhood Character. However, II teverely underttalet Ihese Impact!, g l o i i e t (ham over, or denies 
Ihem. These four building* are absurdly oul of charader with Ihe community and Ihe community plan. 
They would tower over everything dse. They would permit demltles Ihd far exceed what Is alowed In lha 
oommunlly plan: 168 dweNng units per acre compered to Ihe cunenly allowable 45-75 unR/acra, The EIR 
must fuDy and dearly deecribe Ihe aevere Impads of the** change*. 

Growth Inducement: Ths Drafl EIR fa i t to adtnowledge that Bil l projed wdl lead lo a catcade of changes 
In the charader o l our community. Once Ihl i projed recelvet community plan amendmenli to allow Ihete 
drastically new helghl* and levels of demlly, olher deveiopen are lu re to argue Ihey, loo, should receive 
plan amendmenl i to Increaie Ihelr helghl and density, in fact, requests for plan amendmenla to drasHcelly 
Increase density are already Rned up rlghl behind thl l projed and wO nre ly argue that tf UHs project I* 
approved, they too ahould receive approval. 

Park and Library Services: The Draft EtR acknowledge (hit Ihis projed would add hundreds of new 
reeldents in an area that elreedy fall* very far ahort ot the d ly tlandard In neighborhood parka and library 
services. Yel Ihe Draft EtR limply states IhK flCceli not a tlgnlflcant ImpactAC The Draft EIR cannol 
Ignore Ihl* lignificant and unmlttgafal* Impact. 

The Draft EIR leverely underalalei Ihe Impad of the very long ihadows these bulcftngi would cast. II 
underalatas the amount of daDy buck trafilc lhal would occur during Ihe G-12 year lime frame of 
excavation and construction. II does nol adeouataly describe Ihe routes to be used by conitructlon 
veh lde i and doe i nol assBSS tha nolle Impadi of theie vehldai. 

The Draft EIR deacribea an Altemalive to Ihe projed wiih two 18 story and two 31 story lowers that would 
reduce many of Ihe negative Impacts, kidudtag traflic. I I gives no reason why this projecl was nol choien, 
even Ihough It Is envlronmenlally luperior. 

Jamei D. Finch 
7S74 Camino Gtortta 
San Diego. CA 02122 

CC: "Chori DeVUe" <cheri5028©ibogtobal.not>, 'Janl i Cruz" <cruzcenlral©msn,com>, 
. 'Dalna Herlln* <dalna_hertinQlntuit.com>, 'James Finch* <l_ftnch®ibcolobal.nel> 

49.1 Please refer to responses to commenls 10.1 through 10.8. 
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50.1 

COMMENTS 

From: "Flshar, Letley" <R»heri.OChargers,nfl.com> 
To: <DSDEAS©!nnd!BgD.gov> 
Data; Wed. Sep 27. 3006 8:36 AM 
Subject: Projed No. 6563/SCH No. 2003001106 

Comment! on the Draft EIR tor Monte Verde 

Visual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader: 

The Draft EIR finds lhal there ere serious unmHIgabie Impacis of Ihb 
projed on Visual Effada and Nslghborhood Charader, However, It 
severely understelet Ihese Impacts, glosses Ihem over, or denlet Ihem. 
These four bufldlngs ere absurdly out of charader with the community 
and Ihe oommunlty plan. They would tower over everything elte. They 
would permll denilUe* lhat far exceed what Is allowed In the community 
plan: 168 dwedlng units per acre compared lo Ihe cunenlly slowable 
45-75 unlUacre. The EIR musl fully and dearly dasorlbe the tevere 
Impecls of these changet. 

Growlh Inducement: Tha Drefl EIR falls to ecknowledge lhal IMt projed 
wf l lead to a cascade of changes In Ihe charader of our community, 
Once Ihit project receives community plan amendmenti lo allow Iheie 
drailically new helghlt end leveli of density, other developert are sure 
to argue Ihey, loo. ihould recetve plan amendmenti to Increase their 
height and density. In (act requesl* lor plan amendmenli to drasUcally 
Increase density are already lined up right behind Ihl ! projed and will 

turely argue mat If this prolera is eooroveu. tney too snouio isoenre 
approval. 

Parit and Library Services: Tha Draft EIR acknowledge thai Ihis project 
would add hundreds of new residenls In an area lhat already faitt very 
far thor l of Ihe city itandard In neighborhood peri l* and library 
services. Yel the Draft EIR simply t ta le t thlt I t nol a ilgnlflcanl 
Imped.* The Draft EIR cannol Ignore this tlgnificanl and unmlUgable 
Imped. 

The Draft EIR eeverely undarttales the Imped of Ih * very long shadows 
Ihese buBdlngi would cast. It undartlales Ihe amounl of daly Iruck 
Imfflc thai would ooour during Ihe S-13 year lime Ireme of excavallon 
end comtrudion. It doet not adequalaly describe the routei to be uied 
by conal/udlon vehldei and doe i not a s t e t i the nd te Imped* Ol Ihete 
vehldes. 

The Draft EIR deicr lbei an Allemallve to Ihe projed wllh two 1 a story 
and two 21 story lowen thai would reduce many of Ihe negsllvB Impacti. 
Including traffic. II gives no reaton why Ihit prc jec lwai not choten, 

even though N1* emdronmentairy tuperlor. 

Lesley Flaher 

6363 Bolhe Avenue 

RESPONSES 

• 

50.1 Please refer to responses lo comments 10.1 Ihrough 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

51.1 

51.2 

51.3 

51.4 

51.5 

From; "Ron Floyd" •eradfloyd^yohoo.com* 
To: <DSDEAS®seodlego,Qov> 
Dete: Wed. Sep 27.200613:01 PM 
Subject: Projed No. e563/SCH No, 2003091106 

Commenl* on BIB Draft EIR lor Monle Verde 

Vtolatlon of Akapace Corridor 

Placement of the lower* Into the altemetlve flight 
path for Miramar AlrStailor ta not addretied and Ihua 
Ihe affects of an airplane crathlng Into Ihe tower* is 
nol addressed. Clearly there are Inedequala emergency 
fadtl l lei and trefflc Infrastructure In place and 
Ihis i t no) addre!**d. 

Traffic 

The dreft EIR compleiely understalei and deceftfutfy 
mlnimlzm Ihe Impacl lhat Ihese structure! and their 
atsodaled vehicular traffic would have on Ihe nearly 
grldlocked trafnc In Ihe eree. Supportive parking is 
not eddreeaed adequately either. The number of 
(nhabllanle per unH la nol eonilderod correclly. Due . 
to Ihe high rente In the area and Ih * number of 
sludenli desiring to be proximala to lha Universily, 
the number of InhaUlants ahould be contldered lo be 
at leait 2 per bedroom. Th l l I t Ihe current actual 
demlly. EachlnhabHanlhai a t lea i lonecar . The 
current plan doe i not alow tor Ih l i . 

Visual Eflacta and Neighborhood Charader; 

Tha Draft EIR f ind ! lhat Ihere are ter iou* unmlllgabl* 
Impacti of Ihl* project on Visual Efiects and 
Neighborhood Characlar, However, It severely 
understates Ihese Impacti. glosses Ihem over, or 
denle* them. These four birilAnpi are ebeunfty out of 
eharecter wHh Ihe community and the community plan. 
They would tower over ever^hing elte. They mxiM 
permit denslllet lhal (ar exceed what It ritowed In 
Ihe communily plan: 168 dwelling unlti per acre 
compared to the currenlly allowable 46-75 unit/acre. 
The EIR mu l l fully and dearly deicrlbe Ihe tevere 
Impactt of Iheaa changei, 

Growlh Inducement: The Draft EIR falls lo acknowledge 
thai Ihl i projed wl l load to a catcada of changei In 
the characler of our commurtty. Once thl l projed 
receives communily plan amendments to allow these 
drastically new heights end levels of demlty, other 
developeri are sum to ergue Ihey, too, thouU receive 
plan emendmenls lo Increase their height and demlty. 
In f ad . requests tor plan amendmenls to drastically 
Increaie demlly are already Rned up right behind 

51.1 The applicant submitted a Form 7460-1 to the FAA for each building 
in order lo receive FAA approval for the building heighis. The FAA 
determined the structures did not exceed obstruclion standards and 
would not be a hazard to air navigation if conditions cited in the findings 
were met. The applicant intends to comply with the conditions of the 
FAA findings. As discussed in Letter # 1, the project is consistent with 
Ihe MCAS Miramar AICUZ guidelines provided the FAA conditions are 
met. The potential for crash hazards is discussed on page 5.1-28 and 
determined lo not be significant. 

51.2 As staled on DEIR page 5.4-8, "in accordance with Sections 15126.2(a) 
and 15382 ofthe CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services 
are evaluated in light of whether the impacl would resull in a physical 
change in the environment." While they are important issues in the City 
of San Diego, emergency access and response times are not physical 
changes in the environment, therefore, emergency services are not 
analyzed in Section 5-4. 

51.3 As discussed in Section 5.2, the DEIR has acknowledged significant 
impacis to traffic and circulation. Section 5.2 includes a description of 
current traffic conditions in the area, and analyzes the extent to which 
proj ect-related traffic would affect those conditions. Traflic from the 
project was estimated using "trip generation rates" and applying those 
rates 10 the uses proposed for the project. The details regarding how 
trip generation rates were calculated are presented in the traffic study, 
which is attached as Appendix D to the DEIR. These rates arc based on 
published studies and were obtained from the City of San Diego's Land 
Development Code. This methodology to estimate trips generated by a 
proposed projecl is widely used and generally accepted throughout the 
State. 

51.4 The commenter does not provide specific data supporting the statement 
regarding the number of residenls per bedroom or the number of cars per 
resident in the area. Please refer to response to comment 8.9. 

51.5 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

51.5 
Cont. 

51.6 

Ih l i projed and wH surely ergue lhal II thlt 
projed l i approved, Ihey too should receive approval. 

Park and Library Servlcei: The Drafl EIR acknowledge 
lhal this projecl would add hundreds of new residenls 
In an area that already (alls very far ihort of Ihe 
dty standard In neighborhood parks end library 
servlcei. Yet the Droft EIR simply states Ihi i "It not 
a ilgnlfloanl Impact.' Tho Draft EIR cannol Ignore 
Ihl i significanl and unmltlgaWe ImpacL 

Ths Draft EIR severslv understates Ihe Impacl of Ihe 
very iong thadowt these buldlngs would casL I t ' 
undsrstetes Ihe amount of dally truck IrafDc lhal 
would ocour during the S-12 year time frame of 
excavallon and conslrudlon. II doe* nol adequately 
detcribo ihe mule* Io ba used by contlrucllon 
vehldes and does not assess the nols* Impacis o l 
Ihete vehldes. 

The Draft EIR describes an Altamatlve lo Ihe projed 
with two 18 slory and two 21 story towar* lhal would 
reduce meny of the negalNe Impacts, Including 
IiulTrc. il gtva* no reaion why mis projed was nol 
choten, even Ihough II It environmentally superior. 

The need for low Income housing i* Inadequatety 
addressed by Ihe developer. To be ellowad lo buAd al 
ell. the developer ihould be required lo devote et 
least 60% of et) space (residential plus commercial) 
to low Income housing. In addition to being reoulred 
lo pay (or a l necesaary Infrastructure alleralloni 
end Improvemenli lor al least 10 yean (dlowlng 
completion of the project. 

Please address Ihete concemi. 

Ronald A. Floyd 
5640 Lord Cecil Street 
Sen Diego, CA 92122 

51.6 The proposed project is consistent with the City of San Diego's 
inclusionary housing policy. This policy requires Ihe applicant to pay a 
fee or provide affordable units. As discuss in Section 3.2.1, the applicant 
would provide 80 affordable units within Subarea 2 of Ihe Universily 
Communily Plan. The City ordinance does nol require the applicant 
to provide more affordable housing than the amounts specified in the 
ordinance. 
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52.1 

52.2 

52.3 

COMMENTS 

Prom: "adtawva" <idtBwui®ian.n,eo«n* 
To: <OSOEASOsandlsgo,gov> 
Dale: Tue, Sap 29, 2008 10:14 PM 
Subject: Project No. 6593/SCH No. 2003091108 

Comments on the Draft EIR tor Monle Verde 

V l t u d Effects and Neighborhood Character 

The Draft EIR finds lhal there are terlout unmlUgable Impacti of this projed on Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Characler. However. I severely inderslalet these Impacti, gloises them over, or denies 
Ihem. Thete tour bulidlngi ere abeurdly out of character with the community and lha community plan. 
They would lower over everything el ie. They would permll demlt lei lhal far exceed whal It allowed In lha 
community plan: 188 dwelling units par acre compared to the currenlly aitowable 45-78 unltfecra. The EIR 
m u i l fully and deerty deicrlbe the severe Impict ! of thete change*. 

Growth Inducement; The Draft EIR t a d to eckno^edge lhat Ihl i project wW lead toe cascade of changes 
In the characler of our communily. Once Ihis project receives commurdty Elan amendmenls to allow these 
draslicafty new heights and levels of density, other developert ere ture to argue they. too. should receive 
plan amendmenti to increase their hetght and density. In l ad . requests (or plan amendments lo drastically 
Increase density are already fried up right behhd I N i projed and wd lureiy argue thai II Ihit project It 
approved, lhay too should recelva approval. 

Park and Library Servlcei: The Drefl EIR ackncwtedge lhat thl l projed would add hundred* of new 
residenls In an area that already fall* very for short of tho city itandard In neighborhood parki and library 
services. Yet lha Draft EIR simply state! Ihl i l i nol e tignlftcanl Impad.'The Draft EIR cannol Ignore Ih l i 
•IgnKlcenl and unmtllgeble Impact 

The Draft EIR leverely understate! the Imped of the very loog thadowa ihete buMlngi would casL It 
underatale* the amounl of dally t r u * Irafflc that would occur during lha S.12 year Ikna frame of 
excavation and construction. II doa* not adequately deicrlbe the route! to ba used by construction 
vehide* and does not asaeaa the n d t e Impacli of these vehtolai. 

The Draft EIR deaorlbes an Allemallve to the projed wllh two 18 itory and Iwo 21 l lory lowers lhal would 
reduce many of Ihe negative Impad i , Indudlng traffle, l lg lvet no reason wtiy this project was not chosen, 
even ihough it is envIronmenlBlly euperior. 

Along with the negative Visual E l f ad i and Impad to Neighborhood Choraeler, ihete projeda will conimoe 
Ihe traffic congestion on our neighborhood tbee l i . The recent City Council approval of the Regent! Road 
Bridge or even Ihe eltomete Geneste widening wfn not provide Ihe reliel to the preterit congestion, l i ne* 
Ihey do not addret t Ihe bai lc queuing problem creatod by Ihe lighti and stop i l gn t lhal are required 
within a community to provide accasi to lha major traffic artoriat. Tha Regenlt Road bridge wttl require 
M U s al the t ide i t ree l i that only access Regent! Road a i wen a t Ihe qspropriat* trafnc control for the 
poy leBementary tchod. Theie arinclal idu t lon i lo lha neltfibor (raffle congestion cauted by the 
uncontrolled deveiopment In Ihe Odden Triangle area are only In the dty plan to allow the developers to 
continue Ihelr profit driven bunding. The onlv ichitlon lo the cunent Irafflc Is to expand the Intarstale lanes 

on Inlentate B (lhal h a i the l ame number of lanot ki t h i i arae as when I move here In the lale Tf f t l ) and 
interatat* BOS. The kitaritate syitem of trafde management It deelgned lo addret t accett and queuing 
l ieue*. 

Please atop the oonllnued ovorbufldlng of this area end respond to the actual dlHens of Ihl i comtnurity. 
Imtead of manlpolailng Environmenial Impad Report! to Ihe benefll of developeri. 

Respectfully, 

Larry and OaN Forgey 

3577 Wellesly Ave. 

San Diego, CA 92122 

RESPONSES 

52.1 Please refer to responses lo comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

52.2 As discussed in Section 5.2, the DEIR has acknowledged significant 
impacts to traffic and circulation. 

52.3 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

53.1 

53.2 

53.3 

53.4 

53.5 

From: "Jock Formen" <|9ckforman©ibcgtobal.net> 
To: <05DEASGiandlego,gov> 
Dete: Wed. Sep 27, 2008 12:23 AM 
Subject: Oppote EIR Draft on MONTE VERDE PROJECT 

There are many flawt In Ihe EIR Draft regerdlng Ihe proposed high-rise 
residenlial towen projed at the oomer of Genesee and La Jolla Vllaga Dr. 

(1) 11 grossly umJerslales the severe em*onmonlal Impdct this kind of 
budding would have on Ihe character of Ihe UTC neighborhood. The alloweWe 
density standard proposed wl l be more Ihon doubled If the Wgh-rlse projed 
Is pstsed - end IMi wf l lead to further devdopment projedi wtth Ihe 
Incrasied density maxlmumi. 

(2) It will lead lo Increeted population density In Ihe neighborhood end 
will thus sertousiychenge Ih * character of Ihe neighborhood. The EIR doea 
nol addret t thl* Issue at al l 

(3) ItwUllan thoafreadyoverused Wraitructureof Ihe neighborhood . 
I.e., mads, more Irefflo, public Irantll, fire end poflcs supporl, poWlo 
perks, libraries, schools, etc. The EIR does not addreu thlt t t iue 
dh-eelly. 

(4) 11 wai greally Increase noltelovelt tn the neighborhood. The EIR 
does not address this Issue k i eny way. 

As a resldenl of Ihe neighbortiood, I slrongly oppose Ihe Monte Verde 
Projed. And, I find Ihe EIR draft does nol eddren important environmanlal 
Issue* and concerns lhal will be Impaded greeby by Ihe contlnidlon of 
thete hlgh-rlio towen. 

Jack Fomen 

4165 Porte de Pa lm* ! 

11195 

Sen Diego. CA 82122 

e5e.G5s.141a 

<m allto jackforma nQibcglobal ,net> JeckfomiBnOibcglobsLnet 

53.1 Please refer to responses to coniiiients 10.2 and 10.3. 

53.2 Please refer to response to comment 10.2. 

53.3 Congestion related to limited roadway capacity is discussed in Section 
5.2. As discussed in response to comment 51.2, emergency access and 
response times arc not physical changes in the environmenl, therefore, 
emergency services are not analyzed in Section 5.4. Section 5.4 docs 
analyze other public services. 

53.4 As discussed in Section 5.6,2, the additional traffic due lo the project 
would not increase noise on roadways by more than 3 dB(A), therefore 
no significant impacts to surrounding neighbors would occur. The 
project does not propose any uses that would cause noise from stationary 
sources, therefore no impact would occur. 

53.5 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. Please refer lo 
responses to comments 53.1 Ihrough 53.4. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

54.1 

From: "Susan Fottor" <mliiqfoilerOyahoo.com> 
To; <DSDEASO!*ndlegogov> 
Dale: Wed. Sep 27, 2006 8:36 AM 
Subjeot: eS63/SCH No. 2003091105 

Pleaie. pleaaa recontlder the two giant Invert being planned for th * comer of Oeneiee Ave and La Jolla 
VRIage Drtva. THIS IS INSANEIII We ere e community of fsmllet and home* and era already over 
stressed wllh traffic congestion. We hav* lived here lor 30 year* and have teen thl* sweet, 'quiet, 
peaceful community. change kilo a vary, vary busy and congetted business cfittriM. 

PLEASE DO NOT LET THIS HAPPEN TO UNIVERSFTY CITY, 

Stove and Susan Foitar 
3100 Mercer Lane 
San Diego. CA 02122 

Get your email and more, right on the new Yahoo.com 

54.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

55.1 

From: "Susan Fosler" <mliiqfostor(|lyahoo.com> 
To: * D S D E A S ® B and logo. gov> 
Dats: Wed, Sep 27, 2005 6:32 AM 
Subject: 6S63/SCHNO. 2003001106 

Vltual Effeds and Neighborhood Charader; The Draft EIR finds lhal there are seriou! unmitigable 
Impacis of thi i projed on Visual Eftecti and Nalghborhood Charader. However, 11 soverily undenta le i 
these Impacli, gloises them over, or denies them, Theie four buildings ere absurdly out d Characler with 
the communily and Ihe oommunlly plan. They would tower over everything elte. They would permll 
demllles lhat lar exceed whal is allowed In Ihe community plan; 16B dwelling units per ecre compared to 
the currenDy allowable 46-75 unit/acre. Tha EIR mut l fuSy and dearty deicrlbe Ih i sever* Impads of 
Iheie changei. 

Growth Inducement The Draft EIR falls to acknowledge that Ihis projed wW lead lo a catcada of changes 
In the character of our commurrity. Once thl l project receivei communily plan amendments to allow these 
drBsllcaFy new heights end levels of dentlly. other developer! are ture lo argue Ihey, too, ihould receive 
plan amendmenti to Increate Ihelr helghl end density. In fad . request! for plan amendmenti to draitlcalty 
Increaie demlly are elreedy Hned up right behind this project and wfU turely argue thai 0 ihl* projed l i 
approved, Ihey loo should receive approval. 

Park end Library Services; The Draft EIR adtnowledgo lhal this projed would add hundreds of new 
rasklenli In an area thai ntresdy fal l* very (ar short of the city standard In neighborhood psrk* end library 
services. Yet the Draft EIR simply t talet this ' I t not a ilgnKloBrl hnpad." The Draft EIR cannol ignore Ihl i 
algnlflcanl end unmHlgable Impacl. , 

The Dreft EIR tevnrwy i ind" - " !? ! - ! the Impact cf lha vary Icng Ehsdcws Ihet* bululnga wuukl u u l i i 
understate* Ihe amounl of daDy truck Irafflc that would occur during Hi* S-12 year Ome frame of 
excavallon and constnjdlon. 11 does not adeijualelydescrlbe the routes lobe used by conttrudlon 
vehicles and does nol assess Ihe noiee Impadi of these vehtolet. 

The Draft EIRdescrlbeianAllBmallVBto Ihe projecl trith two 18 itory and two 21 elory lower* lhal would 
reduce manyof Ihe negative knpeclt, Indudtng traffic. It glvei no reaion why thl* projed wa i not d io ian , 
even though It I* envlronmenlally superior. 

Susan Foster 
31B0 Mercer Lone-
SanDlego,CAfl2122 

How low wH we go? Check oul Yahool MeisBnger'i low PC-to-Phone cal rste i . 

55.1 Please refer to responses to commenls 10.1 through 10.8. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

56.1 

56.2 

From; 'EDWARD FRIEDMAN' <e(rledman®min,com> 
To: <DSDEAS®SANDIEGO,GOV> 
Data: Tue, Sep 20,2006 B:33 PM 

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character: 

The Draft EIR frods that Ihere are serious unmlUgable Impacis of this 
project on Visual EfTecls end Neighborhood Charader. However, H severely 
understates these Imnactt, glosses Ihem over, or denies them. These four 
buildings are absurdly out of character with lha community and Ihe community 
plan. They would tower over everything else. They would permit densitlss 
thai (er exceed what Is allowed In the community plan: 168 dwelling units 
per acre compared lo the currenlly alkwaWe 46-7B unlUacre. The EIR musl 
fully and clearly describe the severe Impacts of these changei. 

Orowth Inducemenl: The Draft EIR fallt to ecknowladqe (hat this proved wtn 
lead to a caacade of changes In BIB charader of our community. Once this 
projed receivei community plan amendmenlt lo etlow these draitlcaliy new 
helghls and levels of density, other developers are sure to argus they, too, 
should receive plan amendments to Increase Ihek height and density, In 
f ad , requests for plan amendment* to drastically Increase dentlty are 
already lined up right behind this projed and wXI lureiy argue that If 
Ihl* projecl I* approved, they too should receive approval. 

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acVnowfedgs lhat this project would 
addhundredsof new reitdentt In an srsa lhat already fal l i very far short 
of Ihe clly alandard in neighborhood park* and Ilbrary servtem, Yet the 
Draft EIR limply i l a l e i Ihl i " l i nol a signllicani Impad." The Draft EIR 
cannol Ignore Ihia significant and unmitigable Impad. 

The Draft EIR leverely understate! the Impact of tha very long ihadows Ihete 
buDdlnga would caat. II underalate* tha amount of dally Iruck traffic lhal 
would occur during the 5-12 year time frame of excavation end construction. 
It does nol adequately describe the routea to ba used by oonstrudton 
vehlde i and does not at s e t t Ihe n d i e Impacl* of these vehicles. 

The Draft EIR deacrlbei an Altemalive to the projed with two 1B story snd 
Iwo 21 slory lowers IhatwouW reduce manyof the negallve Impacli, 
Indudlng trefflc. l lg lvet no reason why ttils projed wa i nol chosen, evin 
Ihough ft Is environmentally superior. 

II Is lime for Ihe city coundl to stop caving Into the developers demands 
and for once do what Is best (or Ihe dtllzens of San Dlego-

56.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 

56.2 The commenlcr's opposition to the projecl is noted. 
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57.1 

From: T e s h Fuentes' <martlanBlrl05igtyahoo.com> 
To: <DSDEAS@SBndiego.aov> 
Date: T U B , Sep 28, 2008 8:48 PM 
Subject: UTC TOWERS 

Flaaaa take Intop account (he (ollowlnglM 

Commenls on the Draft EIR for Monte Varda 

Visual Effecll end Neighborhood Character: 
Tho Draft EIR finds lhal Ihere are *oriou» unmitlgflble Impacl* of Ihl i project on Visual Effect! and 

Neighborhood Charader. However, H severely undorslales these Impads. g t o u e i Ihem over, or denial 
Ihem. These four buildings are ebiurdly oul of character wllh Ihe communily and ths community plan. 
They would tower over everything elee. They would permll denBllles lhat far exceed what H allowed in the 
communily plan: 168 dwelling units per acre compared lo Ihe currently allowable 46-75 unn/acre. The EfR 
musl fully and dearly describe the severe Impacis of thete changes. 

Growth Inducemonl: The Draft EIR fall* to seknowtedge lhat thi i projed win lead to a caicado of changes 
In Ihe character of our community. Once thlt projecl receivei communily plan amendmenlt to allow Iheie 
drasUcally now height* and level* of deniity, other developers are sure lo ergue Ihoy, too, should recelva 
plan emendmenlt to Increase their height end density. In f ad , requesli for plan amendments lo drasUcally 
Increase deniity are already lined up right behind this projed and will surely argue thai If this projed It 
approved, they too ahould receive appro val. 

Park and Library Servlcei: The Draft EIR acknowladae that this projed would add hundreds of new 
residents In an area thsl already falls very lar short of the dty standard In neighborhood park* and library 
servlcei. Yel the Draft EIR simply state* Ihis " I * nol a lignificant impad,' The Draft EIR cannot ignore thl* 
lignificant and unmHlgable Impacl, 

The Draft EIR teverely undentales the knpad of the very long thadowt Ihese bulidlngi would casl. II 
underelatei the amounl of dally truck Irafflc lhat would occur during ths S-12 year lime frame of 
excavatkm and constnjdlon. II does nol adequately deicrlbe Ihe roulei lo be uted by construdlon 
veh lde i and doe* not assess the nob* imped i of theie vehicles. 

Tho Draft EIR describes an Allematlvo lo Ihe projed with Iwo 18 story and two 21 story lowers that would 
reduce many of Ihe negBllve Impacts, indudlng iraflle. II gives no reason why Ihit projed wat not chosen, 
even Ihough it Is omlronmenlally superior. 

How low will we goT Check oul Yahool Messenger'i low PC-to-Phona can rates. 

57.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8. 
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From: "R Fuhrman" <rfuhrman2®yahoo.com> 
T o : ^DSDEAS@s end lego .eov> 
Dale: Wed, Sep 27,20D811:27 AM 
Subject: Project No. eSSS/SCH No. 1003001106 

Project No. OSOS/SCH No. 2003001106 

Comments on Ihe Draft EIR for Monte Verda 

Visual Ededs and Neighborhood CharBder: 

The Draft EIR finds lhal (here are serious unrnltigabie Impacts of thlt 
projecl on Visual Effecta and Neighborhood Clwaeder. However, tl severely 
understalei these Impads, glostet Ihem over, or denlet Ihem. Those four 
buldlngs are absurdly oul of character with the community end lha community 
plan. They woi /d low«r over everything else. They would permit densKles 
that fer exceed whel Is allowed In the community plan: 168 dweHIng unlls 

. per ecre compared to the currently eBownble 45-7B onlfaore. The EIR mut l 

5 8 1 I fully and clearly describe Ihe tevere Impadi of these changei. 

Growlh inducement: 

The Draft EIR falls lo acknowledge that thl l projed will lead to a cascade 
of changes In Ihe charader ot our community. Once Ihl i projed receives 
community plan amendments lo allow these drasllcelly new helghls and levels 
of density, othor developers are sure to argue they, too, should receive 
pian amendment! to Increate Ihelr height and denslly. In fad , requesli for 
plan amendments to drastlcalty Increaae density ere elraady lined up right 
behind Ih l i projecl and will surely argue thai H this projed l i approved, 
Ihey too ihould receivB approval. 

Park and Library Servlcei: 

The Draft EIR acknowtedge that this projed would add hundreds of new 
resident! In an area lhat already fa l l ! very far short of the d ly itandard 
In neighborhood parks and FIbrary services. Yet the Draft EIR limply stalei 
this "Is not a elgniflcanl impad." The Draft EIR cannot Ignore this 
tlgnificanl and umnlllgable Impad. 

58.1 Please refer to responses lo comments 10,1 through 10.8. 
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58.1 
Cont. 

The Draft EIR severely undsrstetes Ihe Impad of the very long shadow* Ihese 
buldlngi would caaL II undsratalai the amounl ot dady truck traffic lhat 
would occur during the 5-12 year Ume frame of excavation and conslrudlon. 
It doss not adequalely describe the roules to be used by conslrudlon 
vehidBs and does not a*«a** the ndae Impads of these vehicles. 

The Draft EIR describes an Allemallve to Ihe project wllh two 18 story and 
two 21 itory towora lhat would reduce many of lha nogalivB knpacla, 
indudlng traffic. It gives no reason why this projed was not choten. even 
though 11 Is envlronmBnlally superior. 

I look forward to receiving your comments end responses on Ihese various 
polnls. 

Thank you. 

Randy Fuhrman 

2648 Gobat Ave 

San Diego. CA 02122 

<rfuhrman2©yahoo.com> 
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